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SENATE-Monday, July 28, 1975 
The Senate met at 10 8,.m., and was 

called to order by Hon. WENDELL H. FORD, 
a Senator from the State of Kentucky. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 Lord, who has promised that where 
two or three are gathered together in Thy 
name Thou art in the midst of them, 
make us vividly aware of Thy presence 
now and in each moment of this day's 
toil. Amid the stresses and strains of a 
fast-moving agenda give us "the peace of 
those whose minds are stayed on Thee." 
We do not ask for mystic revelations of 
finished programs and ready-made legis
lation, but only that we may take one 
step at a time wisely, in obedience to con
science and in accord with Thy will. If 
Thou wilt answer our prayer, strengthen 
and help us, then shall we be better than 
we are, wiser than we know and stronger 
then we dream. Bestow upon this body, 
it.s officers and servants the seal of Thy 
benediction. 

We pray in the name of the great 
Redeemer. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRES
IDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. EASTLAND). 

The legislative clerk read the following 
letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D .C., July 28, 1975. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on ofllcial duties, I appoint Hon. WENDELL H. 
FoRD, a Senator from the State of Kentucky, 
to perform the duties of the Chair during 
my absence. 

JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. FORD thereupon took the chair as 
Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Satur
day, July 26, 1975, be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

REQUEST TO WAIVE THE CALL OF 
THE CALENDAR 

Mr. MANSFiELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the call of the 
legislative calendar, under rule VIII, be 
dispensed with. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I point out to the 
distinguished majority leader that we 
have a number of matters coming over 

under the rule, the first being Senate 
Resolution 209 to declare a vacancy in 
the office of U.S Senator for the State of 
New Hampshire for the term beginning 
January of this year 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair points out that that 
would precede the call of the calendar. 

Mr. ALLEN. The Chair points out 
what? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair points out that resolu
tions coming over under the rule would 
precede the call of the calendar whether 
there is objection or not. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, I know, if I object. 
That is the reason why I am reserving 
the light to object, wondering if we might 
agree on a vote on that resolution. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. 
Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I un

derstand that there are two objections, 
because the distinguished Republican 
leader indicated that he was going to ob
ject, also. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania. 

DETERMINATION OF SENATE 
ELECTION IN NEW HAMPSHffiE 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, far 
more than a flyspeck on the body politic 
is the New Hampshire election. On this 
one the Senate is full of flyspecks, and 
they are all over our face, because we got 
nowhere and, in my judgment, we are not 
going to get anywhere, unless we send 
this contest back to New Hampshire. 

I have read the Washington Post this 
morning, and I ask unanimous consent 
that at the end of my remarks the Post 
editorial appear at that point in the 
RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I note the over

tone of desperation on the part of the 
Post editorial writer that nothing seems 
to be done and, perhaps, the contestants 
ought to take the lead in discussing some 
compromise. 

I have no objection to the contestants 
discussing it with each other. It is the 
Senate's business and, if they can work 
it out for us that is great. There is no 
objection to their talking it over making 
each other some proposals. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield right there? 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Yes. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

notice that the distinguished Republican 
leader has stated "It is the Senate's 
business." 

It truly is the Senate's business be
cause if the Senator will turn to article 
I of the Constitution of the United States 
he will find that in section 5 it states: 

Each House shall be the judge of the elec
tions, returns, and qualifications of its own 
Members. 

Mr. President, I think the Senate has 
been unduly castigated because it is fac
ing up to it.s constitutional responsibili
ties. There is nothing I would rather do 
than get this Wyman-Durkin matter out 
of this Chamber. But much as I would 
like to see that done, I have no choice as 
a Senator of the United States and a 
Senator from Montana but to adhere to 
article I, section 5 of the Constitution of 
the United States which says: 

Each House shall be the judge of the Elec
tions, Returns, and qualifications of its own 
Members. 

It is not an easy job to be in this posi
tion and to uphold the Constitution of 
the United States and to be criticized for 
it day in and day out by the press of 
this Nation. 

Do they not believe in the Constitu
tion? Evidently not. But I do, and I in
tend to uphold my oath of office and 
carry out my responsibilities in uphold
ing the Constitution, to the best of my 
ability. This is the basic document on 
which we govern, and I do not think it 
should be turned aside lightly, and I do 
not think that we should be criticized for 
upholding the Constitution of the United 
States. · 

It is as simple as that. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Not at all. 
Mr. President, and it is also as compli

cated as that, as one newspaper editorial 
points out: 

It is equally possible to argue that since 
neither Mr. Wyman nor Mr. Durkin is yet a 
member of the Senate that the Senate has 
no jurisdiction whatsoever. 

But the Constitution provides us with 
further guidance, much in keeping with 
logic and an application of the frame
work of the system under which we are 
governed. Article V of the Constitution 
provides: 

. ... and that no State, without its consent, 
shall be deprived of its suffrage in the Sen
ate. 

Now, the legislation of the State of New 
Hampshire has said this deprivation is 
without its consent, has asked that the 
certificates be sent back and that the 
seat be declared vacant, and that a new 
election be held. So the State is pro
ceeding under Article V. 

Under the 17th amendment: 
The Senate of the United States shall be 

composed of two Senators from each State, 
elected by the people thereof, for 6 years; 
and each Senator shall have one vote. The 
electors in each State shall have the quali
fications requisite for electors of the most 
numerous branch of the State legislatures. 

Now, moreover, it is entirely within 
the responsibility of the Senate, exer
cising it.s constitutional responsibility, 
as the distinguished majority leader has 
pointed out, in being the judge of its 
own membership, the Senate has the 
constitutional light to send this election 
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back. No one has contested it, no one 
has argued otherwise. There is no ques
tion whatever that in the cow·se of judg
ment of its membership the Senate may 
call for a new election or it may declare 
the seat vacant, as indeed the Senate has 
in Dlinois, in Pem1sylvania, in Iowa, and 
in numerous other States. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield briefiy? 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Yes. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I only wish to point 

out what we have been endeavoring to 
do is to have the evidence presented t.o 
the Senate, and no evidence has been 
presented as yet. 

The Committee on Rules and Admin
istl-ation reported a resolution, I under
stand, 8 to 0. We have not got to the 
:firs~we have completed the first issue 
of that bill, but there are in excess of 30 
issues to be faced up to. 

I have not seen the evidence yet. I 
want to keep an open mind. We are not 
trying to steal this election, as has been 
alleged. There has been no hanky-panky. 
There has been no subterfuge. All we 
want to do is to see the evidence and to 
face up to these issues which have been 
reported to the full Senate by the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration, and 
we are denied that chance except for one 
issue, just one. 

The RECORD ought to be clear. This is 
a constitutional matter, and article I, 
section 5, regardless of what anyone says, 
is the law of the land. We ca1mot shirk 
that responsibility. We cannot avoid it 
much as we, some of us, would like to. 

As I say, Mr. President, and to my 
frtend, the distinguished Republican 
leader, there is nothing I would rather 
do than to get this Wyman-Durkin con
test out of this Chamber, but I cannot, 
I will not and I shall not forego my con
stitutional responsibility as a Senator of 
the United States nor will I forego the 
Constitution which, when I came in, I 
swore to defend and uphold, and I will. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, 
there is no shirking of responsibility in 
sending this election back. That, too, is 
under the Constitution, and there is no 
shirking responsibility in recognizing 
that New Hampshire has had one vote 
only on numerous important issues. 

There is no shirking of responsib11ity 
!f we let these two contestants see what 
they have to say about it. But, above 
everything else, the Constitution will be 
observed no matter which way we go. I 
point out when issue < 1) was invoked 
it was invoked against our clear and 
valid and, I would say, constitutionally 
unquestionable right to have 10 precincts 
tallied, and our l'ight to have Mr. Wy
man's protests heard after Mr. Dtn·kin's 
were heard. That is not justice, and I 
am not very much in favor-! am not 
at all in favor--.of that procedure. 

I yield to the Senator from Connect!· 
cut. 

ExHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Post, July 28, 19751 

THE EMPI'Y SENATE SEAT 

It is incredible that the Senate should go 
on vacation for a month without settling the 

New Hampshire Senate election case. But I wish to be associated with his com
-chat is what the Senate intends to do. Ma- ments. 
jority Leader Mike Mansfield has decided the I would like to go point-by-point be
controversy has become so bitter and snarled cause, aside from the passion exhibited 
that further votes should be deferred until 
September-without even any agreement to by the distinguished Senator from Man-
resolve this tedious business then. Mean- tana, I think it is necessary to keep the 
while, the people of New Hampshire have very simple facts of the case before the 
already been denied one Senate vote on voting American people. 
rights, defense policy, tax cuts, jobs legisla- I do not think the distinguished Sena
tion and a host of other bills. Each day the tor from Montana is suggesting that 
seat stays empty is another day of denial of when the Senate seqt back the Smith 
a whole state's right to equal repl·esentation Brookhart election they were acting un-
in ;~:ti:~~:use of the co~plexities of the constitutionally, and this is exactlY what 
case, but mostly out of partisan stubbornness, happened in previous Senates. 
the 99 seated senators have maneuvered I do not think the Senator from Man
themselves into a stalemate. The Democrats tana would suggest that he k; the only 
have the votes to keep the Republicans from champion of the Constitution on the fioor 
declaring the seat vacant and clearing the and that those of us who feel it should 
way for a new election in New Hampshire. go back to New Hampshire are shirking 
The Republicans have the votes to block our constitutional oath. 
cloture and keep the Democrats from im- Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
posing a solution in the Senate. The partisan yield there? 
lines have gotten more rigid every week, and 
neither party leaders nor rank-and-file sen- Mr. WEICKER. In a minute. 
ators seem inclined to abandon those lines Mr. MANSFIELD. I want to ask, was 
and negotiate a procedural accord. If this the evidence presented to the Senate 
state of affairs persists, the seat could stay ahead of time? 
empty-but-not-vacant for a long, long time. Mr. WEICKER. I am going to get to 
conceivably, it could even remain so for five the evidence in a minute. 
years and five months, until the term of the The fact is that article I, section 5, 
unseated senator runs out and New Hamp-
shire voters elect someone in 1980. which the distinguished Senator from 

Such a collapse of governmental compe- Montana refers to, says: 
tence cries out for intervention by some dis- Each House shall be the judge of the elec
passionate and decisive force. However, no tions, retm·ns, and qualifications of its own 
magic mediator is available. One side or the Members. 
other has rejected every suggestion that the Now, 1 have to ask a rhetorical ques-
unresolved issues be turned over to the Gen-
eral Accounting Office or the American Arbi- tion of the distinguished Senator from 
tration Association. Since this is not your Montana, Where does article I, section 5, 
average labor-management dispute, the Fed- say that each House shall be the judge 
eral Mediation Service can't be called in, nor of the elections, returns, and quali:fica
can anyone invoke the Taft-Hartley Act. The tions of its own Members, and shall make 
people of New Hampshire cannot settle the such determination by referring it to a 
thing among themselves unless the Senate . Rules Committee or by votes on the Sen
sends it back. Neither the President nor the ate fioor? 
courts may intervene because the Constitu- · · . . . . 
tion gives the Senate the power to judge elec- It says nothmg! 1t IS Sllent.. . . 
tion cases. There is no standing for an appeal What I am saym.g to the distmgmshed 
to the Un~ted Nations, the· world court or the Senator from Montana is that the Con
Organization of American states, or, for that stitution leaves open the question of how 
matter, the Marines. each House shall do this. It could very 

s~uce no distinterested party can be called well be a Rules Committee determination 
in, 1t seems .to us that the responsibility for is the best way or on the Senate fioor 
~!~x:~~~~!~ ee!~r~~ e~~s!h~~~::: For myself, 'fe~ling polit~cs has very 
the most direct stake in the result. By that much opened up m .these thmgs, they do 
we mean the two contenders, Republican ~ot take place behind closed doors and 
Louis c. Wyman and Democrat John Durkin. In the Senat-e Chamber any more, I feel 
No one else has more sensitivity to the con- the best determination can be made by 
cerns of New Hampshire, and no one else the people of New Hampshire themselves. 
has more infiuence with various senators than This is the open, clean way, and not 
the candidates on whose behalf this bitter wheel and deal in the cloakroom or in the 
battle has been carried on. We are not sug- Rules Committee or on the Senate .floor. 
gest~ng that Messrs. Wyman and Durkin flip I happen to be a g~·eat admirer of the 
a com to see wh~ should withdraw. But they distinguished majority leader I do not 
certainly could s1t down together and try to think b ' 
agree on dropping some challenges, stipulat- any ?dY has more cou~age. than h~. 
ing certain readings of New Hampshire law, ~ut on t~e lSSUe of the Co~t1tut10n, he 1S 
naming someone to make the final tally and JUSt plam wrong, and trymg to go ahead 
recommending a. deadline for decision ~hen and raise a false alarm~ which is not the 
the Senate reconvenes. If the two candidn.tes case at all, the Constitution provides that 
could work out a reasonable way to a settle- we shall be the judge of the qualifications 
ment, their respective partisans in the Sen- of ow· own Members, it does not say how 
ate would have no excuse for not taking it. we do it. 
This may sound unappealing to both sides. It But it has been suggested now, almost 
would involve some concessions and some 6 months, that a far better determination 
risks. But 1f nobody concedes anything, no can be made by the people of New Ramp
one will ever win. That empty seat can only shire. That is a far better mechanism to 
be won by one candidate a_nd only lf both are use than sitting here and negotiating out 
mature enough to risk losmg it. what are the rights of the people of New 

Mr. WEICKER. I thank the distin- Hampshire. 
guished Senator from Pennsylvania and Point two is to the issues. Unfortunate-
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ly, for the distinguished Senator from 
Montana, the last time we had the issues 
discussed, there was a rollover right here 
in the well of the Senate Chamber and 
the distinguished Senator from Montana 
will remember the issues had been 
decided a minute or so before the rollcall 
in favor of the position taken by the 
minority side, and with 1 or 2 minutes 
to go on that vote there was a great deal 
of scurrying around in the well of the 
Chamber here. · 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Will the Senator 
yield? 

With no minutes left to go. 
Mr. WEICKER. With almost no min

utes left to go. 
Votes were switched and the majority 

position then prevailed. 
Yes, we got taught a very valuable 

lesson and that is that far from being 
an open matter that would be discussed 
and decided on its merits, there was going 
to be a straight down the line party 
exercise. 

So that I personally am going to fol
low the admonition of, once shame on 
you, twice shame on me, and I will in
sist and continue to do so on resolving 
this matter in the best possible way, 
which is to send it back to New Hamp
shire. 

One last point, if I might, that each 
Senator might contemplate. I have sev
eral of my staff and constituents that re
cently spent some time in New Hamp
shire and they found out how pleasant 
and delightful life is in New Hampshire 
and the life in New Hampshire-seems to 
be going along very well with onlY one 
Senator. If this takes hold, half of us can 
be out of a job as people realize that the 
business of the Nation can as well be con
ducted with one Senator as two Sena
tors. 

So I would suggest to all my colleagues 
that they might keep this in mind be
cause if it goes longer and New Hamp
shire continues to prosper and the coun
try continues to prosper, it might be de
termined by the people of New Hampshire 
to cut the size of this Chamber in half, 
and I am not so sure that would not be 
to the benefit of the entire Nation. 

What I am saying is that whether we 
cut it in half or whether both Senators 
ought to go ahead, or do not seat either, 
the fact 1s that if there is a violation to 
the spirit of the Constitution, it is the 
way this matter 1s being handled. 

Never before have we gone ahead and 
not seated anyone. We have seated some
body without prejudice to the person 
that was appealing. 

But the problem 1s that this was 
Mickey Moused right from the beginning, 
Mr. Majority Leader. We did not follow 
our precedents. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I am going to have to ask for the 
regular order. The distinguished leader 
1s entitled to some time, but they have 
had 15 mlnutes·now; the standing order 
is 10 minutes each. I will not ask for it, 
Mr. President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from West Virginia 
makes ·a point. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I would like 
the leader to have a chance. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Wlll the Republican 
leader--

Mr. WEICKER. I thank the minority 
leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would like to ask 
one question of the distinguished Sen
ator from Connecticut. Did the Senator, 
during the course of his discourse, use 
the phrase, "straight party line" in rela
tion to this matter? 

Mr. WEICKER. But for certain mem
bers of the side, notably Mr. ALLEN and 
two or three others, there has been party 
discipline exercised by the majority on 
the votes on their side. 

Mr. MA.,."'1~'SFIELD. The only straight 
party line has been on the Republican 
side and there has not been a straight 
party line on the Democratic side, is that 
correct? 

Mr. WEICKER. The Republican posi
tion is not to have the matter resolved 
here at all, but send it back to New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Wlll the Senator 
answer? 

Mr. WEICKER. I have answered. 
Mr. MANSFIELD In other words, 

then, I will state the answer. The 
Republicans have been solid at all times. 
There have been divisions within the 
Democratic Party on this side of the 
aisle, not just one, but more than one, 
on a number of occasions, and then 
as far as cloture is concerned there has 
been four that I can recall offhand, so 
as far as the straight party line matter is 
concerned, that is a Republican truism, 
but as far as we are concerned, does not 
hold water, and I know the Senator would 
agree? 

Mr. WEICKER. I would agree that the 
Republican position of sending it to New 
Hampshire has been adhered to and 
there has been response on the other side 
that was shared. 

But when we got to the issues, the 
arm twisting exercise that took place in 
the well was incredible. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not know how 
to arm twist. 

Mr. WEICKER. I saw a lot of votes 
change so very fast. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
may sum up. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTI'. Mr. President, I 
would prefer to sum up by yielding, if 
I may, a brief time to the Senator from 
Oregon, pointing out only this. Our view 
is that it was unconstitutional to deny 
Mr. Wyman the seat in the first place 
when he had a certificate by a two-vote 
majority, and it is against the rules of 
this Chamber for votes to be changed in 
the well after a motion for the 1·egular 
order has been made. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

there is no remainder of time. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. There is no remainder of time. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I will not raise 

a point of order, but there is no remain
der of time. The time has expired. -

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished minority leader 
for yielding. 

I might make one observation, I would 
say up to now the Republican o1· minor-

ity position has been the bipartisan posi
tion. The majority party has had the 
straight partisan position because ours 
has been votes cast by both Democrat 
and Republican. That makes our posi
tion bipartisan. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
yield? 

That is the most unusual explanation 
I have ever heard of bipartisanship. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I appreciate the dis
tinctive character that has been applied 
to my observation by the majority 
leader. 

Mr. President, I would just like to 
point out one thing. Back on January 3, 
1953, the Republican Party controlled 
the Senate at that time and Senator 
Taft requested that Senator Chavez 
should be permitted to take the oath 
and be seated without prejudice, and it 
was done. 

At no time was any charge or sug
gesting of election fraud or irregularity 
made against the Senator. 

So even though this was a Republican 
body controlled by the Republican Party, 
Senator Dennis Chavez, a Democrat, was 
seated without prejudice. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Wlll the Senator 
yield there? 

What was the vote differential be
tween Senator Chavez and his opponent 
at that time? 

Mr. HATFIELD. It is right here in 
the RECORD. I would say it is more than 
two votes. · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, considerably 
more than two. 

Mr. HATFIELD. But the basic-
Mr. MANSFIELD. But I would point 

out that this Senate this year seated 
the distinguished Senator from Okla
homa <Mr. BELLMON) despite the fact 
that there was a contest and. if I re
call correctly, the difference was some
where between 4,000 and 5,000 votes in 
Mr. BELLMON's favor, so there is no ques
tion there. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I think 
the basic principle is still valid. That 
is, only Mr. Wyman held and holds a 
valid certificate of election. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The time for the majority and 
minority leaders has expired. 

COAL.\1:UNICA TIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore <Mr. FORD) laid before the Senate 
the following letters, which were referred 
as indicated: 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING TO AUTOMO• 

BILE EMisSION STANDARDS 

A communication from the President of 
the United States transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation relating to automobile 
emission standards (with accompanying pa
pers); to the Committee on Public Works. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION BY THE SECRETARY OF 

COMMERCE 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 to extend the au• 
thorizations for a 3-year period (with a.c• 
companying papers); to the Committee on 
Public Works. 
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PROPOSED .AMENDMENT TO REQUEST FOR APPRO• 
PRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL• 

TURE-(S. Doc. 94-94) 
A communication from the Pl·esident of 

the United States transmitting an amend· 
ment to the request for appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1976 in the amount of $3,137,· 
095,000 and for the transition pe1·iod July 1 
through September 30, 1976, in the a.mount 
of $788,883,000 for the Department of Agri
cultw·e (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed. 
REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

A letter from the Secretru·y of Transporta
tion transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
from the driver education evaluation pro
gram (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

REPORT OF THE AsSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE 

A letter from the A..<:Sistant Secretary of 
Defense transmitting a list of contract award 
dates for the period July 15, t.o October 15, 
1975 (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

PROPOSED ACT BY THE COUNCIL OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

A letter from the Chairman of the City 
Council of the District of Columbia trans
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of an act 
adopted by the Council establishing Advisory 
Neighborhood Council areas and single-mem
ber districts (with accompanying papers); 
to the Committee on the District of Colum
bia. 
REPORT Ol!, THE QF.I''ICE OF 'rHE DIS'ri:It-'T OF 

COLUMBIA AUDITOR 

A letter from the District of Columbia 
Auditor transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on Department of Human Resources 
Personnel Funding (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 
AMENDMENTS TO THE BUDGET OF THE ENF..RGY 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

A letter from the Deputy Administrat.or of 
the Energy R-esearch and Development Ad
ministration summarizing the effects of pro

. posed an1endments on ERDA's programs and 
showing the changes being requested as com

. pared to the original budget submitted to 
Congress (with accompan.ying papers); to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

REPORTS OF THE IMMIGRATION Al\"'D 
NATURALIZATION SERVICE 

A letter f1·om the Commissioner of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
transmitting, pursuant to law, reports con
cerning visa petitions which have been ap
proved by the service covering the period 
May 16 through May 30, 1975 (with accom
panying papers); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
PROPOSED REGULATION OF THE DEPARTMENT 

OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

A letter from the Executive Secretary to 
the Department . of Health, Education, and 
Welfare transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
copy of a proposed regulation entitled, 
"Guaranteed Student Loan Program" (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committ-ee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. 

PETITIONS 

Petitions were laid before the Senate 
and refel'red as indicated. 

By the ACTING ~RESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. FORD): 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. .,1 
adopted by the Legislature of the State of 
Louisiana; to the Committee on Appl'Opria
tion8: 

"SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 71 
"A concurrent resolution to memorialize the 

Congress of the United States to maintain 
funding of the Law Enforcement Assist
ance Administration budget in such 
amount as will not reduce the funds allo
cated towards the education and training 
of law enforcement officials 
"Whereas, in recent years there has been a 

marked increase in the crime rate across the 
nation, to the extent of being a real threat 
to the orderly functioning of society; and 

.. Wherea.s, it is generally recognized that 
the first line of defense against crin1e in the 
community is the local law enforcement 
agency; and 

"Whereas, the purpose of the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration is to assist 
state and local government to reduce crime 
and at this time approximately ten percent 
of all uniformed pollee in this country have 
been trained with assistance from the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration; and 

.. Whereas, the Law Enforcement Education 
Program is the particular program which 
provides t;he financial assistance for the edu
cation of local law enforcement officers and 
this vital program would be directly affected 
by a cut in the budget of the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration. 

''Therefore, be it resolved by the Senate of 
t11e Legislatm·e of Louisiana, the House of 
Representatives thereof concurring, that the 
Congress of the United States is hereby me
morialized to maintain the budget of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration at 
such a level that the Law Enforcement Edu
cation Program may continue in operation 
at present level of effectiveness or above. 

"Be it fmi;her resolved that a copy of this 
Resolution shall be transmitted to the pl·e
siding officer of each house of the Congress." 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 97, 
adopted by the Legislature of the State of 
Louisiana; ordered to lie on the table: 

"SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 97 
"A concurrent resolution to memorialize the 

United States of Ame1·ica to pass United 
States House of Representatives Resolu
tion 335 in order to establish a House Com
mittee to conduct a complete investigation 
and study of the problem of United States 
servicemen presently designated as miss
ing in action as a result of military oper
ations in Southeast Asia 
"Wherea.s, there exist.s a grave national 

concern with respect to those United States 
servicemen presently designated as ·missing 
in action as a result of military operations in 
Southeast Asia; and 

"Whereas, because of the absence of con
clusive information concerning the plight 
of these United States servicemen designated 
a.s missing in action, the families of such 
servicemen have experienced a prolonged pe
riod of anxiety an_d uncertainty; and 

"Whereas, the families of these service
men designated as missing in action have 
admh·ably displayed sustained strength and 
courage under very trying circumstances; 
and 

"Whereas, these United States servicemen 
designated a-s missing in action have by 
their many acta of valor exemplified the 
highest ideals of patriotism and heroism in 
their service to the United States and those 
principles for which it stands; and 

"Whereas, the United Sates of America; in 
due recognition of such patriotism and her
oism, owes theae servicemen and their fami
lies an incessant obligation to ascertain the 
true plight of all such brave Americans; and 

"Whereas, Michael B. Varnado, a native 
resident of the state of Louisiana and a 
Uuited States Army hellcopter pilot in South
east Asia, has not been conclusively account
ed for since May 2, 1970; when his aircraft 
was shot down by enemy weapons fire; and 

"Whereas, the parents of Michael B. Varna
do have continually received conflicting re
ports as to the true plight of their son; and 

"Whereas, as a 1·esu1t of the great sorrow 
and anguish associated with the death of a 
close relative or friend, there exists a great 
need for conclusiveness and accurateness in 
the reporting procedures concerning the 
plights of those United States servicemen 
p1·esently designated as missing in action as 
a result of military operations in Southeast 
Asia. 

"Therefore, be it resolved by the Senate of 
the Legislature of Louisiana, the House of 
Representatives thereof concurring, that the 
Congress of the United States of America 
is hereby memorialized to pass United States 
House of Representatives Resolution 335, in 
order to establish a House Committee to con
duct a full and complete investigation aud 
study of the problem of United States serv
icemen presently de.signated as missing in 
action as a result of military operations h1 
Southeast Asia. 

·'Be it further re!;Olved that copies of this 
Concurrent Resolution shall be transmitted 
to eRch of the members of the Louisiana 
Congressional Delegation, the speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives, the 
president of the United States Senate and 
the president of the United. States of 
America." 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 55 
adopted by the Legislature of the State of 
Florida; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service: 
"A concurrent resolution to urge and re

quest the Louisiana Congressional delega
tion to take whatever steps they deem 
necessary to assure that the United States 
Bureau of the Census will conduct a more 
accurate census in the future 
"Whereas, the United States census hns 

been conducted in such a manner that so
cial, economic, and political factors hav.e 
influenced, and in part caused, a question
able margin of error therein, affording not~
worthy discrepancies in federal funding on 
the state and local level which the citizens 
of Louisiana feel should be col'l'ected in the 
future; and 

"Whereas, the education of the public to
ward the necessity of an acc·urate census, 
providing information to them as to the 
benefits which may accrl\e on the basis of 
the census, might contribute to and assist 
in obtaining a closer approximation of true 
and accurate results in the census; and 

"Whereas, the census is conducted from 
a 25 percent sample base of the entire popu
lation and the results can only be as ac
curate as the data plotted, and this is fw·
ther complicated by the fact that the census 
funding is based on one dollar per sample 
person interviewed, which economically cur
tails the hiring of qualified personnel with 
an expertise in demography and statistical 
analysis so vitally necessary !or the accuracy 
in the conduct of such a census; and 

"Whereas, this situation often has the 
effect of perpetuating the necessity of dis
trict directors -being pOlitical appointees who 
in the majority of the cases lack the neces
sary expe1·ttse in demog1·aphy anu statistical 
analysis and the ability to follow up with 
checks and balances on the information ob
tained; and 

"Whereas, a combination of these social, 
economic, arid political factors has produced 
census figw·es which have been shown, by 
subsequent censuses or by other demographic 
tools, to be significantly inaccm·ate, and these 
en·ors, due to the use of the census for nu
merous governmental programs, a1·e com
pounded countless times over in the applica
tion and implementation o! such programs. 

"Therefore, be it resolved by the Senate 
of the Legislature of Louisiana, the House of 
Representatives thereof con.c'lU'rlng, that the 
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legislature does hereby urge and request the 
Louisiana Congressional delegation to take 
whatever steps they deem necessary to as
sure that the Bureau of the Census will con
duct a more accurate census in the tuture. 

"Be it further resolved that a copy of this 
Resolution be forwarded immediately to the 
presiding officers of the House of Representa
tives and of the Senate of the United States 
Congress, to each member of the Louisiana 
Congressional delegation, to the Director of 
the Bureau of the Census, and to the Presi
dent of the United States, the Honorable 
Gerald R. Ford.'' 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 109 
adopted by the Legislature of Louisiana; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary: 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOL"'TTON No. 109 
"A concurrent resolution to apply to the Con

gress of the United States for a convention 
to propose an amendment to the consti
tution of the United States 
"Whereas, an ever-increasing public debt 

is inimical to the general welfare of the peo
ple of the United States; and 

"Whereas, the national debt is already 
dangerously high and any further increases 
Will be harmful and costly to the people of 
the United States; and 

"Whereas, a continuous program of deficit 
financing by the federal government is one 
of the greatest factors supporting the infia
tlonary conditions presently existing in this 
country and therefore ha-s been the chief 
factor in reducing the value of the Ameri
can currency; and 

"Whereas, payment of the increased in
terest required by the ever-increasing debt 
would impose an undue hardship on those 
With fixed incomes and those in lower income 
brackets; and 

"Whereas, it is not in the best interest of 
either this or future generations to continue 
such a practice of deftcit spending particu
larly since this would possibly deplete our 
supply of national resources for future 
generations; and 

"Whereas, by constantly increasing deficit 
financing the federal government has been 
allowed to allocate considerable funds to 
wasteful and in many instances nonbene
ficlal public programs; and 

"Whereas, by limiting the federal govern
ment to spend only the revenues that are 
estimated will be collected in a given fiscal 
year, except for certain specified emergen
cies, this could possibly result in greater 
selectivity of federal government programs 
for the benefit of the public and which would 
depend upon the willingness of the public 
to pay additional taxes to ftnance such pro
grams; and 

"Whereas, there is provlslon in Article V 
of the Constitution of the United States for 
amending the Constitution by the Congress, 
on the application of the legislatures of two
thirds of the several states, calllng a con
vention for proposing amendments which 
shall be valid to all intents and purposes 
when ratified by the legislatures of three
fourths of the several states, or by conven
tions ln three-fourths thereof, as the one or 
the other mode of ratification may be pro
posed by the Congress. 

"Therefore, be lt resolved by the Senate 
of the Legislature of Louisiana, the House 
of Representatives thereof concurring, tha.t 
we do hereby make application, pursuant to 
Article v of the Constitution of the United 
States, to the Congress of the United States 
to call a convention of the several states for 
the proposing of the following amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States: 

"AMENDMENT -

"SECTION 1. Except 88 provided in Section 
3, the congress shall make no appropriation 
for any fiseaJ year If the resulting total of 
a-ppropriations for such fiscal year would 
exceed the total revenues of the Unlted 
States tor such flscal yea.r. 

"SEc. 2. There shall be no !ncrease in 
the national debt and such debt. as 1t exists 
on the date on which this article is ratified, 
shall be repaid during the one-hundred
year period beginning with the first fiscal 
year which begins after the date on which 
this article is ratified. The rate of repayment 
shall be such that one-tenth of such debt 
shall be repaid during each t-en-year interval 
of such one-hundred-year period. 

"SEc. 3. In time of war or national emer
gency, as declared by the Congress, the appli
cation of Section 1 or Section 2 of this 
article, or both such sections, may be sus
pended by a conctuTent resolution which 
ha-s passed the Senate and the House of 
Representatives by an affirmative vot-e of 
three-fourths of the authorized membership 
of each such house. Such suspension shall 
not be effective past the two-year term of 
the Congress which passes such resolution, 
and If war or an emergency continues to 
exist such suspension must be 1·eimacted in 
the same manner as provided herein. 

"SEc. 4. This article shall apply only with 
respect to ftscal years which begin more 
than six months after the date on which 
this article is ratified." 

"Be it further resolved that this applica
tion by the Legislature of the state of Lou
isiana constitutes a. continuing application 
in accordance with Article V of the con
stitution of the United States until at least 
two-thirds of the legislatures of the several 
states have made sim.i.lar applications pur
suant t.o Article V, but if congress proposes 
an amendment to the Constitution identical 
with that contained in this Resolution before 
January 1, 1976, this application for a con
vention of the several states shall no longer 
be of any force or effect. 

"Be lt further resolved that a duly at
tested copy of this Resolution be immedi-· 
ately transmitted to the Secretary of the 
Senate of the United States, the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives of the United 
States; to each member of the Congress 
from this state; and to each house of each 
state legislatm·e in the United States.'' 

Senate Memorial No. 1384 adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Florida; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs: 

"SENATE MEMORIAL No. 1384 
"A memorial to the congress of the United 

States, urging Congress to take appropriate 
action to allow the continuation of agri
cultural activities in the Hole-in-the
Donut area of the Everglades National 
Park. 
"Whereas, the Hole-in-the-Donut area of 

the Everglades National Park ls a unique and 
extremely productive farming area which has 
been ln agricultural use for over 60 years, 
and 

"Whereas, the Hole-in-the-Donut area was 
excluded from the original boundaries of the 
park in recognition of its value for agricul
tural use, and 

"Whereas, ln 1970, the Congress of the 
United States authorized the acquisition of 
agricultural holdings ln the park, including 
the Hole-in-the Donut area, and legislation 
was enacted requlring all farming to cease 
on the government-acquired lands within 
the Hole-in-the-Donut area, and 

"Whereas. individual efforts by growers 
over the past 5 years to reach a. compromise 
agreement with the Department of the In
terior to allow farming to continue have been 
fruitless, and 

"Whereas, the remaining agriCUltural leases 
for the 3,500-plus acres farmed ln the Hole
in-the-Donut area this year will expire on 
June 30, 1975. and 

••Whereas, an independent study of farm
ing in the Hole-in-the-Donut area indicates 
that there ls no history of, and no indica
tion of future environmental damage as a 
result of farming in the area, and 

''Whereas, the cessation of farming in the 
Hole-in-the-Donut area wlll have extremely 

severe social, economic, and environmental 
impacts as it will lead to the virtual destruc
tion of the Hole-in-the-Donut area's tomato 
industry, which during a certain 6-week peri
od produces up to half of all the tomatoes 
p.acked in the United States, and the unem
ployment of thousands of farm.workers, and 

"Whereas, the continuation of farming in 
the Hole-in-the-Donut area is in the best 
interests of the nation and the pat·k itself, 
as well as of the people of Florida, Now, 
therefore, 

"Be it resolved by t he Legislature of the 
State of Florida: 

"That the Congress of the United States is 
urgently requested to immediately take ap
propriate action to allow the continuation 
of farming in the Hole-in-the-Donut area of 
the Everglades National Park by providing 
for the continuation of the long term agri
cultural lease of 5,000 acres within that area. 

"Be it further resolved that copies of this 
memorial be dispatched to the President of 
the United States, to the President of the 
United States Senate, to the Spe.aker of the 
United States House of Representatives, and 
to each member of the Florida delegation t o 
the United States Congress." 

Resolution No. 138 adopted by the Legis
lature of the Ponape District, Eastern Caro
line Islands; to the Committee on Int erior 
and Insular Affairs: 

"RESOLUTION No. 138 
"A resolution respectfully requesting the Ad

ministering Authority of the Trust Terri
tory to cease and desist from any and all 
activities and negotiations with separate 
districts of Micronesia; to allow Micro
nesians to exercise their right of self-de
termination; and urging the peoples of 
Micronesia to utilize the central legisla
tive body in determining their future; 
directing the Committee on Judiciary and 
Government Relations to exercise any 
means necessary in ensuring the fulfill
ment of the intent and purpose of this 
Resolution; and for other purposes 
"Whereas, it is the sense of the Third 

Ponape District Legislature, Sixth Regular 
Session, 1975, that the United States, as Ad
ministering Authority for the Trust Terri
tory of the Pacific Islands, ls obligated un
der the United Nations Charter and the 
Trusteeship Agreement of the Former Jap
anese Mandated Islands to foster the politi
cal, economic. social and educational ad
vancement of the inhabitants of Micronesia 
and to promote, to the fullest extent possi
ble, the development of the Territory toward 
self -sutnciency and self -government; and 

"Whereas, it ls also the sense of this Leg
lslature that because of the smallness and 
isolated nature of the islands of Micronesia, 
and because of the llmlted resources, per
sonnel, and labor force available in the Trust 
Territory, economic, social and political ad
vancement toward self-sufficiency can only 
be accomplished through a high degree of 
political cooperation and economic interac
tion between and among the districts of 
Micronesia; and 

"Whereas, despite the long tradition of 
consolidated administration by the German, 
the Japanese and the American administra
tions, and despite repeated protests by the 
Congress of Micronesia and strong criticism 
by the 1973 United Nations Visiting Team 
to the Trust Territory, the United States, in 
promoting its own territorial and military 
interests in the Northern Mariana Islands, 
has instituted separate status negotiations 
with the political aubdiVlslon of the Trust 
Territory Government known as the Mariana 
Islands District for its incorporation Into 
the territorial possessions of the United 
States of America; and 

"Whereas, the United States has initiated 
these separate negotiations with this lm
portant segment of the TrUst Territory of 
the Pacific I.slands which ls rtch In poten
tial for economic and social growth and 
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equipped by the United States with the 
most highly developed infrastructure of 
all the islands of Micronesia, without any 
consideration of the crucial importance 
of the Northern Mariana Islands for the 
future development and economic vitality 
of the remainder of Micronesia; and 

"Whereas, the unprecendented action of 
t.he United States Government in nego
tiating separately with the Mariana Islands 
District has unwittingly encouraged various 
interest groups within the other districts of 
Iilicronesia to exploit the possibilities of as
serting the right of separate status negotia
tions at a time when the Trust Territory is 
faced with political and economic crisis, sig
nificantly jeopardizing the viability of our 
central legislative body and the fragile thread 
of unity in Micronesia so essential for the 
maintenance of the territorial integrity and 
economic vitality in the Trust Territory; and 

''Whereas, the Congress of Micronesia 
through repeated acts and resolutions, and 
the esteemed traditional leaders of the 
islands of Micronesia, assembled in con
ference, by resolution and petition, have 
sought in every way possible to counteract 
the disruptive activities of the Administering 
Authority which are resulting in the frac
tionalization and disunification of Micro
nesia; and 

"Whereas, the Congress of Micronesia has 
further sought to enable all the people of 
Micronesia to decide, in accordance with duly 
established and recognized means of demo
cratic political expression, what form of 
political status and future government is 
best for them, by calling for a Constitutional 
Convention with delegates representing every 
district of Micronesia to convene in July, 
1975; and 

"Whereas, the Congress of Micronesia, in 
its most recent Regular Session passed legis
lation calling for a national referendum not 
later than July 12, 1975, which among other 
things. Will seek to determine whether the 
people of Micronesia wish to continue the 
unified nature of Micronesia; now. therefore, 

"Be it resolved by the Third Ponape Dis
trict Legislature, Sixth Regular Session, 1975, 
for and on behalf of the people of Ponape 
District, that the Administering Authority 
of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
is hereby respectfully requested to cease and 
desist from any and all activities and nego
tiations with the separate political subdivi
sions of Micronesia which disrupt the ter
ritorial integrity of Micronesia in order to 
promote its own territorial and military goals 
within the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is
lands, and to allow the people of Micronesia, 
through their inherent right of Self-deter
mination, to develop for themselves the na
ture and scope <>f the government <>f Micro
nesia; and 

"Be it further resolved that all the peoples 
<>f Micronesia are hereby humbly requested 
and beseeched to utilize the legal modes of 
self-expression provided by the central legis
lative booy of the Trust Territory Govern
ment to determine the future <>f Mlcronesia, 
and to approach the Constitutional Conven
tion for Micronesia. with open minds and a 
sense of cooperation necessary to ensure a 
Viable political future for all the peoples of 
Micronesia; and 

"Be it further resolved that the Committee 
on Judiciary and Governmental Relations of 
the Ponape Dlstrtct Legislature 1s hereby au
thorized and directed t<> exercise any means 
necessary, court action or otherwise, to en
sure that the intent and purpose of this 
Resolution 1s realized; and 

"Be 1t further resolved that certified copies 
or this Resolution be transmitted to the 
United Nations Trusteeship C<>uneil, the 
President of the United States <>f .America; 
the Secretary of the United States Depart
ment of the Interior • .Ambassador Franklin 
Haydn Williams, each <>f the United States 

Congressmen and Senators, the U.S. House of 
Representatives Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, the U. S. Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the Director 
of the Office of Territorial Affairs, the High 
Commissioner of the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands, the Presiding Officers of the 
Congress of 1\ficronesia, the Presiding Officers 
of all six District Legislatures in the Trust 
Territory, the Pre-Convention Committee of 
the 1\Hcronesian Constitutional Convention, 
and the Traditional Leaders of Micronesia." 

House Resolution No. 44 of the Legislature 
of the State of Illinois; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

"HOUSE RESOLUTION 414 
"Whereas, A female civilian American 

citizen has been held by Communist-con
trolled police for at least three weeks with
out formal charges and was moved from 
police headquarters to the offices of the for
mer Center for National Documentation for 
formal interrogation, according to police 
sources; and 

"Whereas, The center formerly carried out 
investigation of political infractions but was 
ordered disbanded after last month's de facto 
take-over of power by the Communist Pathet 
Lao; and 

"Whereas, U.S. Embassy officials said they 
were not aware of the move and requested 
to visit the prisoner, who has been held 
since her arrest on June 4, 1975, despite laws 
forbidding the detention of prisoners for 
more than 24 hours without formal charges 
being made, but there has been no reply 
to that request; and 

"Whereas, The State Department reported 
that an American Consulate official was al
lowed to see the prisoner in her cell on June 
6 and understood that she would be released 
on the condition she leave the country, but 
no expulsion order was issued and she was 
not released; and 

"Whereas, About a week later the prisoner 
told an Associated Press Reporter, through a 
window in the woooen police station where 
she was then held: "I don't know why I am 
being held. I have been here seven days. They 
kept me in two sets of handcuffs until yester
day."; and 

.. Whereas, Pathet Lao Radio and the Lao
tian news agency have accused the prisoner 
of working for the Central Intelligence 
Agency in an attempt to smuggle American 
T-28 fighter-bombers out of Laos, but those 
charges have not been confirmed by the Lao
tian government, which told State Depart
ment officials it had issued no such infor
mation.; and 

"Whereas, The prisoner, Mrs. Rosemary 
Ann Conway, nee Curtin, a native of Chicago, 
illinois, graduated with honors from the 
Academy of OUr Lady, a Chicago Catholic 
school, in 1956, and taught in a South Sub
urban school until she began teaching Eng
lish in Laos in 1972; and, therefore be it 

uResolvea, By the House of Representatives 
of the Seventy-ninth General Assembly of 
the State or Illinois, that we memorialize 
the Congress of the United States of America 
to take such action as may be necessary and 
expedient to effect the immediate release of 
Mrs. Conway. a civilian and natural born cit
izen of the United States of America and the 
State of Illinois, from the Communist-con
trolled prison in Laos; and, be it further 

.. ResoZvea~ That a suitable copy of thls pre
amble and resolution be sent by the Office 
of the Secretacy of State to the President and 
Vice-President of the United States of Amer
ica. to the Majority and Minority Leaders of 
both Houses of the Congress of the United 
States of America., to the two United States 
Senators and the 24 United States Represent
atives elected by the People of the State of 
Illlnots. and to the brother and the sister ot 
Mrs. Conway.'' 

Assembly Resolution No. 145 adopted by 
the Assembly of the State of New York; to 
the Committee on Finance: 

"JoiNT REsoLUTION No. 145 
"Joint resolution of the Legislature of the 

State of New York memorializing the Con
gress of the United States to remedy the 
existing deficiencies in the Federal Supple
mental Security Income program 
"Whereas, the United States Congress act-

ed to create a single, national Supplemental 
Security Income program to replace more 
than eleven hundred fifty State and local 
programs o! welfare for the aged, blind, and 
disabled, effective January 1, 1974; and 

"Whereas, the Congress so acted with the 
express purpose of creating a minimum in
come program under which those t(}O old and 
infirm to support themselves might live in 
dignity, free of dependency on the welfare 
system; and 

""Whereas, the wisdom of the Congress in 
so acting has been demonstrated in that 
nearly one hundred fifty thousand aged and 
disabled New York State citizens who 
might never have applied for "welfare" status 
have now been accepted Into the SSI pro
gram; and 

"Whereas the Congress, recognizing that 
the basic Federal SSI grant would be insuf
ficient to meet the needs or many aged, 
blind, or disabled persons, encouraged the 
States to provide supplemental payments by 
permitting States to do so and yet be forever 
"held harmless" at 1972 State and local costs 
for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled re
gardless of how the SSI caseload might grow 
after January 1, 1974; and 

"Whereas, the Congress also encouraged 
the "cashing out" of the fooo stamp program 
for the SSI population by permitting the 
States to include the cash value of food 
stamp supplemental payments subject to the 
"hold harmless" limitations on State and 
local costs; and 

"Whereas, The state of New York, on be
half of its two hundred seventy thousand 
AABD beneficiaries, actively supported the 
creation of the SSI program, chose to sup
plelnent the basic Federal SSI grants, and 
elected to cash-out the f(}(}d stamp program 
for the SSI population, with the latter de
cision grounded in the assumption that it 
was far better social policy t<> provide ten 
dollars monthly to all SSI recipients rather 
than provide the equivalent amount in food 
stamps to the less than half o! the SSI popu
Iation who would actually use them; and 

"Whereas, The Congress has failed to act 
on a number of critical issues which, if not 
remedied, threaten to undermine the promise 
of the SSI program for New York's aged, 
blind and disabled citizens, to wit: 

"The Congress has failed to moolfy the 
hold harmless mechanism so that the state 
of New York and a number of other states 
might pass along increases in the basic Fed
eral SSI grant voted and funded by the Con
gress--increases which SSI recipients in 
those states without optional supplementa
tion programs are now benefiting from; 

"The Congress has failed to provide federal 
funding for emergency needs of the SSI 
population--emergencies such as eviction, 
utility disconnection, loss of household goods 
due to fire or :flood and loss or theft of checks 
and cash; 

"The Congress has failed to provide the 
means by which states providing the cash 
value in lieu of foro stamps could increase 
the cash-out payment in the event the bonus 
value of f(}(}d stamps 1s raised nationally; 

"The Congress has failed to create new def
initions of disability for adults and children 
under the SSI program which would recog
nize the significant differences in needs and 
abllities of this population in comparison 
with those served by Social Security insur
ance programs; 

"The Congress has failed to make special 
provision for SSI beneficiaries in need of 
minimal supportive care and services either 
1n non-medical congregate living :faclllties 
or in their own homes; now, therefore, be it 



25314 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 28, 1915 
"Resolved, That the Congress of the United 

States be and hereby is respectfully memo
rialized to remedy these deficiencies so that 
the full promise of the Federal Supplemen
tal Securl ty Income program will be realized 
for both the SSI beneficiaries and taxpayers 
of New York state; and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
suitably engrossed be transmitted to the 
President of the Senate of the United States, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and to each member of the Congress of the 
United States from the state of New York." 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 138 
adopted by the Legislature of the State of 
Louisiana; to the Committee on Commerce: 

" SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 138 
"A concurrent resolution to memorialize the 

president of the United States. the Louisi
ana Congressional Delegation, the United 
States House of Representatives and Sen
ate, and the chairman of the Federal Com
munications Commission to investigate 
the manner in which the Public Broad
casting Service and related federally 
funded agencies employ the use of tax free 
monies and grants to produce programs 
purportedly of a documentary nature 
which in reality serve to abuse and defile 
a significant segment of the American 
population such as the program "The Good 
Times Are Killing Me" recently broadcast 
by the Public Broadcasting Service 
"Whereas, the Acadian people and their 

culture epitomize the graciousness and 
warmth characteristic of Louisiana life; and 

"Whereas, approximately thirty-five per
cent of Louisiana citizens are of Acadian 
descent and contribute unselfishly to the de
velopment of the economy of Louisiana par
ticularly in the fields of oil and gas produc
tion and agriculture; and 

"Whereas, a significant number of Louisi
ana state officials, businessmen, and women, 
professional men and won1en, farmers, edu
cators, clergy and manufacturers, are proud 
of their Acadian heritage; and 

"Whereas, no part of the United States can 
surpass southwest and south Louisiana in 
hospitality and genuine friendliness; and 

"Whereas, those citizens of Louisiana af
fectionately known as Cajuns have never 
been afraid to deliver an honest day's work 
nor ashamed to exhibit their religious feeling 
or loyalty to the United Stat e of America; 
and 

"Whereas, certain federal agencies such as 
the Public Broadcasting Service have chosen 
to depict a proud, heritage-rich people as 
stupid, childish, and completely devoid of 
manners and means through the use of so
called documentaries such as "The Good 
Times Are Killing Me," recently broadcast by 
the Public Broadcasting Service. 

"Therefore, be it resolved by the Senate of 
the Legislature of Louisiana, the House of 
Representatives thereof concurring, that the 
president of the United States, the Louisiana 
Congressional Delegation, the United States 
House of Representatives and Senate and the 
chairman of the Federal Communications 
Commission are hereby memorialized to in-

. vestigate the use of federal tax free funds by 
federally funded agencies and more particu
larly the Public Broadcasting Service in pro
ducing programs styled as documentaries 
which in fact demean, abuse, and defile any 
ethnic or cultural group of American citi
zens such as the program "The Good Times 
Are Killing Me". 

"Be it further resolved that a copy of this 
Resolution be transmitted to the president 
of the United States, the Louisiana Congres
sional Delegation, the speaker of the United 
states House of Representatives, the presi
dent of the United States Senate, and the 

chairman of the Federal Communications 
Commission." 

House Joint Resolution No. 6-104 adopted 
by the Congress of Micronesia; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services: 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 6-104 
"A House joint resolution requesting the 

SecretM"y of the United States Department 
of Defense to grant Trust Territory medi
cal referrals special exemption to the new 
schedule of higher inpatient and outpa
tient medical charges to be levied by mili
tary medical facilities in Guam and 
Hawaii. 
"Whereas, the health and well-being of 

the people of Micronesia have been and will 
continue to be one of the primary concerns 
of the Trust Territory Government; and 

"Whereas, until it has sufficient medical 
staff and equipment in its hospitals and dis
pensaries to provide emergency medica-l care 
for severe illnesses, injuries, specialized 
treatment and surgery, the Trust Territory 
will require continued reliance upon mili
tary facilities for referral care of Trust Ter
l'itory patients both in Guam and Hawaii; 
and 

"Whereas, the Trust Territory Govern
ment has been formally advised by the 
United States Surgeon General of the im
pending increase in outpatient and inpa
tient medical charges to be levied in mili
tary medical fa.cilities in Guam and in 
Hawaii and that refen·al rates at military 
hospitals may be increased to $147 a day 
for Micronesians beginning with Fiscal Year 
1976; and 

"Whereas, in a letter dated May 23, 1975, 
Dr. Richard R. Taylor, Department of the 
Army, refused a request by the Department 
of the Interior to continue the rate of $66 
per day for Micronesian referral patients in 
military hospitals, and indicated that the 
rate would be raised to $147 for Fiscal Year 
1976; and 

"Whereas, this increase of more than one 
hundred percent would effectively reduce 
the number of refermls that could be made 
by the Trust Territory Government by one
half, thereby endangering the life and 
health of the citizens of the Trust Territory; 
and 

"Whereas, the Fiscal Year 1976 budget has 
already been presented to the United States 
Congress under the assumption that the re
ferral rate would remain at $66 per day; and 

"Whereas, the United States Government 
has a treaty obligation to 'protect the health 
of the inhabitants' of Micronesia under the 
provisions of Article 6 (3) of the Trusteeship 
Agreement for the Former Japanese Man
dated Islands; and 

"Whereas, this decision to more than dou
ble the referral rate for Trust Territory in
habitants is in direct violation of this treaty 
obligation undertaken by the United States 
Government; now, therefore, 

"Be it resolved by the House of Repre
sentatives, Sixth Congress of Micronesia, 
First Special Session, 1975, the Senate con
curring, that the Department of Defense is 
hereby requested to continue the rate of 
$66 per day for Micronesian referral patients 
in military hospitals; and 

"Be it further resolved that certified copies 
of this House Joint Resolution be transmitted 
to the President of the United States, the 
Secretaries of the Departments of Defense 
and the Interior, the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and the President of the 
Senate, United States Congress, and the High 
Commissioner of the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands." 

"Adopted: J:1ly 1, 1975." 
House Joint Resolution No. 6-107 adopted 

by the Congress of Micronesia; to the Com• 
mittee on Appropriations: 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 6-107 
"A House joint resolution requesting the 

United States Congress to appropriate an 
additional $6,950,000 for the Trust Terri
tory of the Pacific Islands as an additional 
appropriation for fiscal year 1976 
"Whereas, the sum of $15,000,000 was au-

thorized as a supplemental appropriation for 
the Trust Ten-itory for Fiscal Year 1975; and 

"Whereas, the United States Congress onlv 
appropriated $8,050,000 of the authorized 
amount as a supplemental appropriation for 
Fiscal Year 1975; and 

"Whereas, the $6,950,000 which was not 
appropriated included $945,000 for Fiscal 
Year 1974 deficit, $1,500,000 for cost in
creases in Public Works, $100,000 for cost 
increases in Transportation and Communi
cations, $150,000 as the United States con
tribution to the preparation of the Compre
hensive Economic and Social Development 
Plan for Micronesia, $4,055,000 for the pur 
chase of field trip ships, and $200,000 for the 
architectural and engineering fund; and 

"Whereas, these programs are badly needed 
in Micronesia to offset the cost increases in 
fuel oils and other supplies to provide for 
planning studies, and to provide for m·gently 
needed field trip vessels; and 

"Whereas, because the $2,545,000 requested 
for cost increases was not appropriated, the 
government has bad to request a reprogram 
of $2,500,000 funds badly needed for capital 
improvement projects in order to keep the 
power plants and ships operating; and 

"Whereas, because the $4,055,000 requested 
for field trip ships was not appropriated, 
over half of Micronesia's population living 
in the outer islands continues to suffer from 
a dangerously inadequate shipping service; 
and 

"Whereas, the United States Congress has 
all'eady indicated that the request for these 
funds was justified by passing legislation 
authorizing the appropriation of the full 
amount requested; now, therefore, 
· "Be it resolved by the House of Represent
atives, Sixth Congress of Micronesia, First 
Special Session, 1975, the Senate concurring, 
that the United States Congress is hereby re
quested to appropriate an additional $6,-
950,000 for the Trust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands as an additional appropriation for 
Fiscal Year 1976; and 

"Be it further resolved that certified copie 
of this House Joint Resolution be transmitt~d 
to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives and the President of the Senate of the 
United States Congress." 

A resolution adopted by the County Coun
cil of St. Louis County, Missouri, supporting 
an amendment to the Constitution on the 
subject of abortions; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

A resolution adopted by the Cotmcil of the 
City of Schenectady, New York, supporting 
continuation of the Federal Revenue Sharing 
program; to the Committee on Finance. 

A resolution adopted by the Council of the 
City of Cleveland, Ohio, urging funds for the 
creation of public service jobs; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The AC'I1NG PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
orde1· for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair now calls for reports of 
standing and select committees. 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on 
Government Operations, without a.m.end
ment: 

S. 2195. A bill to establish a National 
Center for Productivity and Quality of 
Working Life; to provide for a review of 
the activities of all Federal agencies includ
ing implementation of all Federal laws, reg
ulations, and policies which impede the pro
ductive performance and efficiency of the 
American economy; to encourage joint labor, 
industry, and Government efforts to im
prove national productivity and the char
acter of working conditions; to establish 
a Federal policy with respected to con
tinued productivity growth and improved 
utilization of human resources in the 
United States; and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 94-335). 

FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PRO
CEDURES AMENDMENTS ACT OF 
1975-CONFERENCE REPORT
(REPT. NO. 94-336) 
Mr. McCLELLAN submitted a report 

from the committee of conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill <H.R. 6799) to approve certain of 
the proposed amendments to the Fed
eral Rules of Criminal Procedure. to 
amend certain of them, and to make cer
tain additional amendments to those 
rules, which was ordered to be printed. 

INTRODUCTION OF BllLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The Chair now recalls for the in
troduction of bills and joint resolutions. 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD (for him
self and Mr. ALLEN) : 

S. 2187. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 to increase the exemption 
for purposes of the Federal estate tax to 
Increase the estate tax marital deduction, 
and to provide an alternate method of valu
ing certain real property for estate tax 
purposes. Referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 2188. A bill to amend the Federa-l Energy 

Administration Act of 1974 1n order to dis• 
courage the use of electricity and natural 
gas in large amounts and to provide mini
mal rates for small users. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

S. 2189. A blll to require the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to esta.blish nondis
criminatory rates and cha.rges for the trans
porta.tion of recyclable and recyded solid 
waste materials. Referred to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

S. 2190. A b111 to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to make an investigation and 
st~dy to determine a National Transporta
tion Polley which w1l1 result 1n maximum 
energy e11lcienc7 In o~ na'tlonal transporta,.. 
t1on system. Referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

S. 2191. A bill to amend the Federal En
ergy Administration Act of 1974 to provi i e 
for a study of conservation measures ap
plicable to building construction and of the 
extent to which agencies of the Federal Gov
ernment are encouraging energy conserva
tion in such construction, and for other pur
poses. Referred to the Committee on Bank
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

s. 2192. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 to provide a tax credit for 
contributions to a neighborhood corporation 
and to provide other financial assistance to 
such corporations organized under State law 
to furnish their own neighborhood services. 
Referred to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MUSKIE: 
s. 2193. A bill to amend the Fish and Wild

life Act of 1956 in order to authorize the Sec
retary of Commerce to make loans to United 
States fishermen to cover the costs of dam
ages to their vessels and gear by foreign 
vessels. Referred to the Committee on Com
merce. 

By Mr. BARTLETT (for himself and 
Mr. BELLMO~) : 

S. 2194. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain the MeGee Creek project, Oklaho
ma, and for other purposes. Referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself, Mr. PERcY, 
Mr. JAVITS, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. CHILES, 
Mr. ROTH, and Mr. BROCK): 

S. 2195. A bill to establish a National Cen
ter for Productivity and Quality of Working 
Life; to provide for a review of the activi
ties of all Federal agencies including imple
mentation of all Federal laws. regulations, 
and policies which impede the productive 
performance and efficiency of the American 
economy; to encourage joint labor, indus
try, and Government efforts to improve na
tional productivity and the character of 
working conditions; to establish a Federal 
policy with respect to continued productiv
ity growth and. improved utlllzation of hu
man resources in the United States; and for 
other purposes. Referred to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

By Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.: 
s. 2196. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to provide that certain 
Government publications, including the Con
gressional Record received by Members of 
Congress, shall not be treated as capital as
sets. thereby denying a. deduction for con
tributions of such publications. Referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. STEVENSON: 
S. 2197. A bill to extend the Emergency 

Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 for 90 days. 
Referred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. GARN (for himself, Mr. LAxALT, 
Mr.CuB~,Mr.THUaMOND,Mr.FA~
NIN, Mr. HRusKA, and Mr. HELMs) : 

S. 2198. A bill to amend the Fa.1r La.bor 
Standards Act of 1938 to repeal provisions 
relating to State and Local employees. Re
ferred to the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare. 

By Mr. MONDALE: 
S. 2199. A bill to amend title 42, U.S. Code, 

Section 603(a) (3). Referred t~ the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. CHILES: 
S. 2200. A bill to extend coverage of the 

automobile assistance program and the spe
c1a.lly adopted housing program. to those vet
erans qualifying for assistance under section 
351 of title 38, United States Code. Referred 
to the Committee on Veterans• Affairs. 

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and Mr. 
FANNIN) (by request) : 

S. 2201. A bill to provide for the adlninis
trat1on of oaths and a1Drmat1ons and for the 
issuance of subpoenas 1n investigations, 
hearings a.nd proceedings in the Department 

of the Interior. Referred to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 
S. 2202. A blll to delay the use of funds !or 

military construction on the island of Diego 
Garcia. Referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself, Mr. 
GRAVEL, and Mr. HUMPHREY) : 

S. 2203. A bill to provide !or paper money 
of the United States to be embossed to in
dicated the denomination thereof. Referred 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing and 
Urban Affairs. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk pr<>ceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate go into executive session to consider 
the nomination of Maj. Gen. Kenneth L. 
Tallman to be a lieutenant general. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

U.S. Am FORCE 
The legislative clerk read the nomina

tion of Maj. Gen. Kenneth L. Tallman, 
U.S. Air Force, to be lieutenant general. 

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators entered the 
Chamber and answered to their names: 

[Quorum No. 67 Ex.] 
Allen Byrd, Robert C. Scott, Hugh 
Bartlett Ford Sparkman 
Byrd, Hatfield Weicker 

Harry F., Jr. Mansfield 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. A quorum is not present. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move that the Sergeant at Arms be 
instructed to request the attendance of 
absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed ro. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Sergeant at Arms will execute 
the order of the Senate. 

Pending the execution of the order. the 
following Senators entered the Chamber 
and answered to their names: 
Abourezk 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Brock 
Brooke 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Case 
Clark 
Cranston 
CUlver 
Curtis 

Dole 
Domenici 
Eagleton 
Fannin 
Fong 
Garn 
Glenn 
Gravel 
Griffin 
Hansen 
Hart, Gary W. 
Hart, Pbllip A. 
Hartke 
Haskell 
Hathaway 

Helms 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Long 
Magnuson 
:ueaenan 
MeClure 
McGee 
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McGovern Packwood Stennis 
Mcintyre Pearson Stevens 
Metcalf Percy Stevenson 
Monda.Ie Proxmire Stone 
Montoya. Randolph Symington 
Morgan Roth Talmadge 
Moss Schwelker Thurmond 
Muskie Scott, Tower 
Nelson William L. Tunney 
Nunn Stafford Young 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Florida <Mr. 
CHILES), the Senator from Idaho <Mr. 
CHURCH), the Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator from Mas
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator 
from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), the 
Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI
COFF), and the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. WILLIAMs) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER), the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD
WATER), the Senator from New York (Mr. 
BucKLEY), the Senator from New York 
<Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. MATHIAS), and the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. TAFT) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo~ 
rum is present. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 

order of business is advising and con
senting to the first nomination on the 
calendar. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, 
may I respectfully inquire of the distin
guished assistant majority leader wheth
er this is a filibuster or not? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Not in the 
usual sense, in regard to which the dis
tinguished Republican leader and his 
colleagues have shown themselves to be 
very adept. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I want the coun
try to know that, in the opinion of the 
minority leader, this is a filibuster de
signed to prevent us from having a vote 
on New Hampshire before the recess. I 
shall make that point from time to time 
between now and the recess. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the Senator has had numerous votes al
ready. I think he has had eight votes on 
the motion to send the matter back to 
New Hampshire, so he has been given 
plenty of opportunities to vote. 

He was given an opportunity to vote 
on the Mansfield amendment, but what 
did he do? He moved to table the amend
ment and he lost on that motion. -

He probably wlll get other chances 
this week. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. If we get some 
other chances this week, I shall feel, I 
would say, rather moderately better 
about it. I shall feel best of all if we 
were to succeed in prevailing. We have a 
chance of prevailing if we allow the roll 
to be called, have the Senators stay out 
of the well, and let the rollcall vote be 
announced accordingly. One may harbor 
the thought, as the French say, and in 
that way, one may march forward with 
some progress. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The march
ing, I think. was done not at the request 
of the leadership on this side. If there 

was any marching done, it must have 
been ordered elsewhere. We know noth
ing about it. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I thank the dis
tinguished assistant majority leader, and 
I understand he will now proceed with 
the filibuster. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
distinguished Republican leader. The 
leadership on this side is simply reacting 
to the actions that were evident begin
ning on last Saturday, when the dis
tinguished Senator from Alabama (Mr. 
ALLEN), exercising his right under the 
rules, objected to my unanimous-consent 
request that there be a 10-minute period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business today with a 2-minute limita
tion on statements therein. That was a 
clear signal that the Senate was going to 
have to operate under rule vn this morn
ing, and so the leadership on this side 
has just protected itself accordingly. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I would just 
as soon get on with the nominations but, 
yes, I will yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. It just occw·red to 
me, since we were speaking so critically 
about filibusters, whether it might not 
be an appropriate time to get a time limi-

papers not to count the votes, we were 
denied that privilege. 

That compelled us to conclude we 
were subject to the tyranny of the ma
jority by 61 to 38, and that we have no 
hope of prevailing through the process 
suggested, namely, that we go ahead 
with a vote on every issue, so that the 
majority can roll us one by one 34 more 
times. We just do not like being rolled 
that much. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 
is not being "rolled,'' and on that first 
issue the vote was not 61 to 38. A good 
many Democra~ voted with the Repub
licans, but the Republicans voted solidly. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I will say to the 
Democrats who voted with us there are 
some reasonable people on the other side 
of the aisle, and we welcome this excess 
of logic, and we anticipate more of it. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Well, there 
are reasonable people on both sides of 
the aisle, and I would like to feel that 
every Senator in this body is a reasonable 
man. 

As to "rolling" the minority, that is 
pure horseradish. 

Mr. President, I ask for the regular 
order. 

tation agreement on the whole question u.s. AIR FORCE 
of Durkin-Wyman. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is the The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
solution. The leadership on this side has ular order is advising and consenting to 
repeatedly made such a proposal to the the nomination. 
leadership on the other side and, exercis- The Senate resumed consideration of; 
ing their righ~. they have rejected it re- the nom-ination of Maj. Gen. Kenneth 
peatedly. L. Tallman to be a lieutenent general. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I wonder if the dis- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania objection, the nomination is considered 
would be in a mood to speak about a time and confirmed. 
limitation on all questions with respect The assistant legislative clerk read the 
to Durkin-Wyman so we can bring this nomination of Lt. Gen. Robert E. Huyser, 
matter to a close and end the filibuster? to be a general. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
I ask for the regular order. However, I objection, the nomination is considere-d 
will allow the Republican leader to an- and confirmed. 
swer to question-- The assistant legislative clerk read the 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. We appreciate the nomination of Lt. Gen. Daniel James, 
chance. Jr., to be a general. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD (continuing). - The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
Before I ask for the regular order. objection, the nomination is considered 
_ Mr. HUGH SCOTT. We do appreciate and confirmed. 

the chance, as an oppressed minority, one The assistant legislative clerk read the 
of the leading American minority groups, nomination of Maj. Gen. George E: 
to be given an opportunity to be heard, Schafer, to be Surgeon General of the 
in a squeaky sort of way, every now and Air Force in the grade of lieutenant 
then. general. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Well, the dis- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
tinguished Republican leader knows we objection, the nomination is considered 
are discussing legislative business in an and confirmed. 
executive session, which is not in order. The assistant legislative clerk read the 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. In response to nomination of Maj. Gen. William Y. 
what has been said about a possible time Smith, to be a lieutenant general. 
limit, of course, all the 99 Senators need The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
to be consulted on that, and there may objection, the nomination is considered 
be reasons why Senators on both sides · and confirmed. 
Of the aisle WOUld prefer an Opportunity NOMINATION PASSED OVER-MA.T. GEN. ALTON D. 

to send the election back to New Hamp
shire. But ow· problem is when our first 
and strongest, as we view it, our strong
est, issue of the 25 issues stated in the 
resolution, came up, one in which we felt 
that every aspect of justice would be 
served if we could only have a tally, that 
is, just a count, to see how many people 
dropped pieces of the paper in the ballot 
box in 10 precincts, just to count the 

SLADE TO BE LIEUTENANT GENERAL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the next 
nomination go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Maj. Gen. Charles E. 
Buckingham to be a lieutenant generaL 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
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objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Maj. Gen. Wllbur L. 
Creech to be a lieutenant general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Maj. Gen. Thomas W. 
Morgan to be a lieutenant general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Lt. Gen. William J. Evans 
to be a general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Maj. Gen. George Rhodes 
to be a lieutenant general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obje:.tion, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Maj. Gen. Devol Brett, to 
be a lieutenant general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Lt. Gen. Felix M. Rogers, 
to be a general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Maj. Gen. John F. Gonge 
to be a lieutenant general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Maj. Gen. Raymond B. 
Furlong to be a lieutenant general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Maj. Gen. George G. Lov
ing, Jr., to be a lieutenant general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confu·med. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Maj. Gen. Robert T. Marsh 
to be a lieutenant general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I move the Senate return to legislative 
session, and I ask for the yeas and nays 
on the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is not a suf
ficient second. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Pl·esi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Pl·esi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
motion to return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on the motion of the 
Senator from West Virginia. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Florida <Mr. 
CHILES), the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CHURCH) , the Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator from Mas
sachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) the Senator 
fl'Om Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), the 
Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Rm
ICOFF), and the Senator from New 
Je1·sey <Mr. WILLIAMs) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Rhode 
Island <Mr. PELL) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELL
MON), the Senator from New York <Mr. 
BucKLEY), the Senator from Arizona 
<Mr. GoLDWATER), the Senator from 
New York <Mr. JAVITS), the Senator 
from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) and the 
Senator from Ohio <Mr. TAFT) are 
necessarily absent. 

The result was am1ounced-yeas 84, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 339 Ex.] 
YEAB-84 

Abourezk Garn 
Allen Glenn 
Bartlett Gravel 
Bayh Griftln 
Beall Hansen 
Bentsen Hart, Gary W. 
Biden Hart, Philip A. 
Brock Hartke 
Brooke Haskell 
Bumpers Hatfield 
Burdick Hathaway 
Byrd, Helms 

Harry F., Jr. Hollings 
Byrd,RobertC.~ka 
Cannon Huddleston 
Case Humphrey 
cnark Inouye 
Cranston Jackson 
Culver Johnston 
Curtis Laxal t 
Dole Leahy 
Domenici Long 
Eagleton Magnuson 
Fannin Mansfield 
Fong McClellan 
Ford McCl~ 

McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
MondaJe 
Montoya 
Morgan 
Moss 
Muslde 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

WilliamL. 
Sparkman 
Sta1ford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 

Stone 
Symington 
Talmadge 

Thurmond Weicker 
Tower Young 
T-unney 

NAYS-0 

NOT VOTING-15 
Baker Eastland Pastore 
Bellmon Goldwatel" Pen 
Buckley Javits Ribicoff 
Chiles Kennedy Taft 
Church Mathias Williams 

So the motion was agreed to. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
'rhe PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BuMPERS). The motion having been 
agreed to, the Senate is once again in 
legislative session. 

DISAPPROVAL OF CONSTRUCTION 
PROJECTS ON THE ISLAND OF 
DIEGO GARCIA 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two hours 
having elapsed, the Senate will now re
sume the consideration of unfinished 
business, Senate Resolution 160, which 
the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 160) disapproving 

construction projects on the Island of Diego 
Garcia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
for debate on the resolution, any debat
able motion, or appeal, is limited to 5 
hours, to be equally divided between and 
controlled by the Senator from Missis
sippi (Mr. STENNIS) and the Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. THURMOND), 
with one-half hour each reserved for the 
Senator from Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. 
ScoTT) and the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
TAFT), in addition to the 5 hours. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I be
lieve that I am entitled to half the time, 
because the Senator from Mississippi and 
the Senator from South Carolina are 
both against the resolution of disap
proval. I would hope that the distin
guished Republican leader would take· 
that up with the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina, because there has 
to be a division of time, and I think I am 
entitled to it as the author of the resolu
tion. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. The Senator, of 
course, is making a reasonable request--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Senators will please 
take their seats or retire to the cloak
l'oom. 

Does the Senator from Pem1sylvania 
wish to proceed? 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, the 
Senator from South Carolina is here, and 
the Senator from Mississippi is tempo
I·arily o:ff the floor. Because the Senator 
from South Carolina is he1·e, he can, of 
course, speak for himself. But I under
stand he is willing to agree to a reason
able division of time, if the distinguished 
majority leader will also work it out that 
the chairman of the committee--

Mr. MANSFIELD. Oh, yes, I know the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee and the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina would like to split the 
time; and I would ask unanimous con
sent that I be given half of the time and 
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the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina, for the Senator from Missis
sippi, be given the other half. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. To be divided-
Mr. MANSFIELD. Equally. 
Mr. HUGH SCOTT~ The other half of 

the time to be divided equally, by agree
ment between the Senator from Mis
sissippi and the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is all right. 
That is a matter that the Senator from 
Mississippi and the Senator from South 
Carolina would have to agree on. But I 
would like to have the half of the time 
on this side. 

Mr. HUGH SCO'IT. Yes; the Senator 
from south Carolina advises that that 
is satisfactory with him if it is with the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand, then, 
that half of the time would be under my 
control or whomever I may designate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Senate has now proceeded to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 199, Senate 
Resolution 160, a resolution disapprov
ing construction projects on the island 
of Diego Garcia. 

As the Senate knows, Diego Garcia is a 
fiyspeck in the Indian Ocean, an atoll, so
called, situated approximately-1,000 miles 
south of India, if my recollection is cor
rect. The Navy has been endeavoring to 
establish a base in Diego Garcia since the 
early 1960's; and, over the opposition of 
the late, great Senator from Georgia, 
Richard Brevard Russell and others, it 
seems to be on the threshold of making 
further progress •. but we shall see. 

There is at the present time a resolu
tion of disapproval of the recommenda
tion of the President of the United States, 
who had advocated that the funds men
tioned last year-$13 million or $14 mil
lion-be used for further construction 
purposes on that flyspeck in the Indian 
Ocean. 

Mr. President, to the best of my knowl
edge, I know of no negotiations which 
have been conducted between this coun
try and the United Kingdom relative to 
the use of Diego Garcia. I know of no 
treaty which has been before the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, seeking to 
bring about, openly, an agreement on 
this particular atoll. 

It is my understanding that an amend
ment was submitted to S. 1517, the om
nibus foreign relations authorization 
bill, on Friday last, expressing the sense 
of Congress that the President should 
seek negotiations with the Soviet Union 
to achieve agreement on mutual limita
tions of naval and other deployments in 
the Indian Ocean. 

It is my understanding that all the na
tions along the littoral-Asia and Af
rica-have indicated that they are op
posed to what is being undertaken in Di
ego Garcia. I realize, of course, that we 
have been assured privately-very pri
vately-that while that is the public at
titudes of the nations along the littoral, 
underneath they really want us to go 
ahead. 

I am in receipt of letters from the 
Ambassadors of Malagasy-fonperly 
known as Madagascar-off the coast of 
Africa, and Somalia, expressing their 
concern over what the United States is 
attempting to do. 

I should mention, also, that in addition 
to no treaty, to the best of my knowledge, 
there is no executive agreement-or, if 
there is, it has not been brought to the 
attention of Congress-by means of 
which the United Kingdom grants cer
tain rights to the United States on this 
uninhabited flyspeck, this atoll, in the 
Indian Ocean. 

Mr. President, I think there has been 
too much hanky-panky in the . field of 
forging policy so far as the military is 
concerned. I recall, for example, that 
some years ago, a General Burchinal, I 
believe-either the commander of the 
U.S. 8th Air Force in Europe or the 
deputy commander-carried on negotia
tions with the Government of Spain. If 
those negotiations, conducted without 
the knowledge of Congress, had been put 
into effect, we would have been involved, 
in our relationship with Spain, to par
ticipate under certain circumstances on 
the African continent. Fortunately, that 
was found out in time. 
· I do not blame General Burchinal, be
cause he was acting under instructions. 
But I do not like the idea of negotiations 
being carried on in behalf of this country 
in that manner; because when they are, 
the civilians, who are supposed to be 
supreme in the conduct of the govern
ment of this country, under the Constitu
tion, are left out in the cold and are pre
sented with facts when it is too late, 
usually, to do anything. . 

So, Mr. President, I know of no treaty 
with the United Kingdom wh~h gives us 
rights on Diego Garcia. I know of no 
executive agreement which gives us 
rights on Diego Garcia, though I antici
pate that there may well be one. I have 
tried for years to find out about it, and 
so far I must admit failure. 

What the countries bordering the In
dian Ocean want is an ocean of peace, 
a sphere of peace. What our Navy wants 
is to spread itself halfway around the 
world, and what I think the significance 
is is the closeness of Diego Garcia to the 
oil:ftelds of the Middle East. 

The significance also is that this means 
the start of a three-ocean Navy. If the 
Senate and Congress and the American 
people want to do that, they should lay 
it all out in the open. A three-ocean 
Navy-we have enough to do looking 
after the two oceans, the Atlantic and 
the Pac1:fic, on the east and on the west. 

So, Mr. President, I think that this 
amendment, which was agreed to by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and 
which will be before the Senate shortly, 
is a critical one because it requests the 
administration to pursue fully diplomatic 
channels on this matter before both na
tions-the United States and the Soviet 
Union-embark on the path of increased 
competition in the Indian Ocean region, 
a competition which would clearly pose 
high economic costs. The figure -pro
jected, and I have the figure at my dis
posal, is something just under $200 mil
lion. But if we start this program, it is 

going to extend into the billions of dol
lars. 

In addition to high economic cost, 
there is the question of political uncer
tainties and the danger of heightened 
tensions. Are we going to put a chip on 
our shoulder and dare the Soviet Union 
to build up its naval strength in the In
dian Ocean? Are the Russians going to 
put a chip on their shoulder and dare 
us to build up our naval strength in the 
Indian Ocean? Are we going to hear 
about hobgoblins during the course of 
this debate? Incidentally, may I say, in 
reading the conference report on the 
military authorization bill, it appears to 
me that, to a large extent, the Pentagon 
has come out on top in anything, in al
most everything, it desires. They are get· 
ting the Rickover nuclear missile cruis
er-only $60 million to start with, but 
the total cost, as of now, will be be
tween $1.2 and $1.3 billion. 

Do you know, Mr. President, how many 
of those missile cruisers they want cost
ing between $1.2 and $1.3 billion? 
Twenty-five to twenty-eight. They have 
retained the B-1 when the B-52's are 
capable of still continuing in operation 
for anyWhere from 10 to 20 years. 

Where is all this money coming from? 
When is it going to stop? Have we not 
learned anything from Vietnam? We 
have neither the resources nor the man
power to be the policeman of the world. 
And here, we want to go into the Indian 
Ocean and, for the time being, spend 
just tens of millions of dollars, but 
eventually, down the road, and not too 
far down the road, billions of dollars. 
Why? So that we can develop a flyspeck 
in the Indian Ocean, Diego Garcia, so 
that we can have a three-ocean navy. 

When is Congress going to wake up? 
When is it going to recognize that it 
represents all the American people? 
When is it going to learn the lesson of 
Vietnam? Or is it ever? 

I think, Mr. President, that we ought 
to give this matter the most serious con
sideration, because, while perhaps the 
Soviet Union does intend to expand its 
naval presence in the Indian Ocean, I 
think we ought to see if something can
not be worked out by means of which 
the Indian Ocean can remain a sphere 
of peace and not be subject to what has 
been happening in the Pac1:fic Ocean in 
recent years. It is a time to seek mutual 
restraint on naval deployments and it is 
time to do so before those deployments 
become a fait accompli. 

So, Mr. President, as we consider this 
bill later today, I hope that, despite the 
recommendation of the President of the 
United States, enough Senators will have 
the gumption to stand up and say no to 
this further expansion of American mili
tary power, to this continuation of a 
''policeman of the world" policy, to this 
exorbitant cost, which this country can 
no longer undergo. The stakes are great 
as far as this particular atoll, this fly
speck in the Pac1:fic Ocean, is concerned. 

I hope that the debate-and I am sure 
it will be-will be spirited, that the facts 
will be :aid out, and I hope, also, that 
emotions will not supersede responsibili
ties and a recognition of the facts of life. 
After all, if we undertake this program, 
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the American people can be prepared to 
pay and pay and pay; and for what? A 
flyspeck in the Indian Ocean, which is 
wanted by none of the littoral states, the 
states bounding the ocean; a flyspeck 
which will be very close to the Middle 
East, where a large portion of the world's 
oil is in the ground or in production. It 
will take us half-way around the globe 
to an area in which we have no busi
ness, an area which can bring about a 
situation which will produce a new spi
l·aling of armaments and the costs at
tached thereto, an area of possible dan
ger, which I think we should forego while 
we can still see clearly, before we have the 
chance, deliberate or otherwise, to send 
American men into that area and repeat, 
in the future, another Vietnam. 

Mr. President, I am against any Viet
nams, anywhere in the world. I hope 
that, at long last, we have learned the 
lesson of misadventure, that tragedy, 
which cost 55,000 American lives, which 
cost 303,000 American wounded, which 
cost approximately 150 billion American 
dollars, and which, before we get through 
paying for it, is going to cost this Nation 
at least, at the very least, $435 billion
and the payment will extend well into 
the last portion of the :first half of the 
next centm'Y. 

I urge my colleagues later today to give 
the most serious consideration to all the 
implications contained in the Diego 
Garcia situation and to weigh them most 
carefully, because we will pay and pay 
through the nose in the years and in the 
decades ahead. 

I, for one, am sick and tired of sending 
American men and women to :fight or to 
be placed in a position where they may 
have to :fight in foreign areas of the 
world, unless-unless-it is necessary for 
the secul'ity of the United States. Viet
nam was not. Diego Garcia is not. 

Mr. President, I have spent about 20 
minutes this morning explaining my po
sition on Diego Garcia, that :flyspeck in 
the Indian Ocean upon which so much 
money has been spent so far, and tens of 
millions of dollars of expenditures are 
contemplated in the immediate future, 
and in my opinion billions of dollars in 
the not-too-distant future. 

Mr. President, Richard B. Russell, one 
of the giants of the Senate's past, spent 
more than half his natm·al life in the 
U.S. Senate. His expertise concentrated 
on milita1-y policy and strategy. He left 
a great imp1'int on all with whom he 
served, including the Senator from 
Montana now speaking. On Vietnam he 
and I agreed and both of us opposed in 
the beginDing, and that also includes the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services, the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS)-all three of 
us opposed in the beginning-the real 
beginning going back two decades
dil·ect American involvement; we parted 
after that decision for direct involve
~ent was made-after the :flag was 
planted-but that divergence was based 
more on our separate opinions of how 
best then to serve the honor of om· coun
tl'Y. 

The . Senate never really had a crisp 
decision on the direct ilwolvement in 

Southeast Asia. We are afforded today, And this is what must be understood as 
however, the oppo1·tunity to determine we are permitted today to vote clearly on 
whether the American :flag will in ef- an issue with its full significant before 
feet be embedded in the Indian Ocean. us this time. We are being warned 
The tragic mistake of Southeast Asia- ahead, not being told after the fact. 
a mistake that touched and must be On May 19 when this resolution of 
shared by every administration of the disapproval was introduced, I asked, 
past three decades-a mistake which in "Why, in the face of the fact that all 
addition to the great losses of life and nations bordering on the Indian Ocean 
treasure turned son against father and have asked the United States and the 
brother against brother to a deg1·ee un- Soviet Union not to escalate the arms 
equaled since the War Between the race in the Indian Ocean area, has the 
States-is behind us by a matter of mere administration forwarded this letter of 
weeks-and we are considering a new certification?" Again, I ask the question. 
and dramatic venture into South Asia. The 30 nations on the littoral of the In
This is not simply an issue of $14 mil- dian Ocean have all publicly asked the 
lion today or $175 million in the near United States t-o refrain from deployment 
future or even the additional $8 billion at Diego Garcia. These nations include 
that is necessary for the three-ocean Australia, Pakistan, Iran, Thailand, 
Navy; it is also a matter of extending Singapore, Indonesia, Somalia, Mala
and intruding in dramatic fashion U.S. gasy, and others. Does this opposition 
military presence and might in a rela- mean anything to the administration? 
tively untouched area of the globe. The Does it mean anything to this Con
proponents would argue that this is dif- gress? Does it mean anything to the 
ferent from Vietnam, from Cambodia, people of this Nation who sent us here 
from Laos, from Thailand-that there and whose stu·rogates we are? 
are no people to alienate on Diego Gar- I remember most vividly, when the So-
cia. viet Union was building a missile base 

That is correct. There is no people, in Cuba that posed a direct threat to 
and there have been no people in Diego our mainland the U.S. military forces 
Garcia except U.S. military personnel in were placed in a state of war readiness. 
recent years, and very recent years I may What arrogance on our part to ignore 
say. the wishes of the littoral nations. Is it 

But our ships will be there. Our de- that their state of war readiness is so 
stroyers and car1iers and whatever else insignificant to us? Oh, the proponents 
will use this base to patrol evel'Y inch will say, some of the representatives of 
of water off the 30 countries comprising these nations secretly invite us to go into 
the littoral of this ocean-maintaining the Indian Ocean but publicly they can
an Amelican presence but with all-- not admit it. What a familiar ririg. Were 

Mr. STENNIS. May we have quiet, Mr. these not the whispers of our allies 
President? We want to hear. around the globe during om· tragedy in 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- Southeast Asia? · 
ator's 1·equest is appropriate. Let the Have we not heard this refrain year 
Senate and the galleries be in order so after year after year from our Pentagon 
that the speaker may be heard. and our Stat-e Department and p1·evious 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I will repeat: administrations as well as this? Of 
· Our destroyers and carriers and what- course we have. How often are we going 
ever else will use this base to patrol every to be goaded at appropriate times dul'ing 
inch of water off the 30 countries com- the year with these whispers, these insin
prising the littoral of this ocean-main- - uations, these innuendoes? 
taming an American presence and with I hope we have matured beyond the 
all the sophistication of the seventies-a point of whispered displomacy and public 
moving rather than a stationary target. policy arrived at in secret. If the public 
What a nalTOW lesson to have learned officials of the nations of the littoral 
from three decades in Southeast Asia, insist publicly that we refrain from ex
and its cost in 55,000 dead Amel'icans, panding om· presence in the Indian 
330,000 wounded Americans, 150 billion Ocean, who are we attempting to in
American dollars, and the cost of that fiuence by going against that publicly 
war will reach at least, based on prices in expressed judgment? 
1972 $435 billion. Think what has hap- The issue is more than just money, 
pened since inflation. Based on 1972 but it is time as well that we consider the 
prices, it will cost this country $435 btl· taxpaye1·'s pocketbook. Navy :figures in 
lion for that misadventm·e, that tragedy the possession of the Military Construe
in Southeast Asia. tion Appropriations Subcommittee indi-

Very few of us went to Vietnam but cate that this base will cost approximate
our sons and our brothers did. It is go- ly $175 million. I contend that the money 
ing to be your sons and your grandsons the administration is requesting to start 
who a1·e going to be paying for Vietnam construction of a Navy facility on Diego 
well into the last quarter of the first half Garcia is only a downpa.yment. Oli, yes, 
of the next century, the 21st centU1-y. you will hear :figures that the most it will 

Was our mistake there simply a mat- cost is about $35 million in construction, 
ter of tactics? Or was it something more but this simply is not so. What about the 
profound? Did we not learn that America costs of equipment; costs to pay Seabees 
should have no design on maintaining a to build this base? I have :figures that 
modem-day empire by replacing the show that it will cost not only $175 mil
autonomy of individual nations. Did we lion to build the base and $8 billion to 
not learn that we cannot and should not expand the :fieet to ope1·ate from that 
attempt to make the nations of the world base, but also approximately $800 million 
in our own image and our own likeness. each year for these expanded :fleet opera-

r 
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tions. These are all dollars coming out of 
the American taxpayers' pockets. And 
those are just the costs for expanded 
naval operations. 

In January 1974, the Air Force, when 
it appeared that they would be left out of 
the Diego Garcia program, came in with 
a request to extend the runway by 4,000 
feet and to spend $3.3 million for Air 
Force-related operational facilities. The 
Air Force has admitted that they want 
to operate C-135 tankers out of Diego 
Garcia. For what use? The answer is 
Air Force reconnaissance over the Indian 
Ocean; but the added capacity extends 
as well the U.S. strategic air capacity 
from the westerr.. Pacific into the full 
reaches of the Indian Ocean. 

From the beginning, it has been my 
contention, when the request :first was 
made by the Navy, that the creation of 
an operational facility at Diego Garcia 
was only the entering wedge for a three
ocean Navy. I know there are elaborate 
projections saying that the U.S. Navy 
will operate only in the Indian Ocean on 
an interim basis, which amounts to ap
proximately 6 months out of every 12-
month period. I am well aware of the 
fact that the Navy contends that they 
will be able to operat-e in the Indian 
Ocean with a carrier force of 12 in num
ber, a reduction from the present 15-
carrier force. But, I say to my colleagues, 
you can expect in future years that the 
Navy will come to the Congress saying 
that because of the Russian presence in 
the Indian Ocean, we must have addi
tional carriers-an additional buildup. 

I beg my colleagues to remember that 
we started in Vietnam by placing a few 
hundred advisers to train the Vietnamese 
Army and not more than a few hundred 
million dollars. It can be all but assured 
that if we start a naval base on Diego 
Garcia, it will be the beginning of an 
escalation that will lead to an all-out 
arms race in the Indian Ocean area. And 
then there is oil. The argument is used 
over and over again that our presence in 
the Indian Ocean is vital to keep the sea 
lanes open for U.S. petroleum interests. 
I submit that our presence in the Indian 
Ocean had absolutely no effect on the oil 
situation during the Yom Kippur war of 
October 1973. The Arabs shut the oil o:fl'. 
The U.S. Navy, the U.S. Department of 
Defense, and the U.S. State Depa1·tment 
could do nothing about it. The Arabs 
simply said they would not sell us oil and 
they can do it again. But the argument is 
still used that the Navy will insure oil 
over the transit routes of the Indian 
Ocean. 

In each year that the Navy has had the 
request before the Congress for an op
erational base on Diego Garcia, there is 
always the new threat. 

!vir. President, it is difficult for me to 
understand why Senators cannot see 
through the Berbera, Somalia, testimony 
by the Department of Defense. Past his
tory indicates that when DOD wants to 
get a new appropriation through the 
Congress that is controversial, we gen
erally hear the words "the threat, the 
threat-the United States must counter 
the threat." Now the threat is that the 
Russians are building a base at Berbera. 

in Somalia. Last year it was Socotra and 
Umm Zasr in Iraq. 

The United States has had a limited 
operating base in the Indian Ocean-Per
sian Gulf since 1948. We have communi
cations facilities there; we have a supply 
ship that stands by; and we operate two 
destroyers out of Bahrein. At Berbera, 
Somalia, the Russians have communica
tions facilities; they have a so-called bar
racks shop there; and they operate sub
marines and surface ships out of Ber
bera. There is an airfield being built that 
the Somalis say will be 4,000 meters in 
length, and there is a missile-handling 
facility. However, there is no indication 
that there are any bunkering facilities 
for Russian naval ships in the harbor of 
Berbera. In fact, the Somalis contend 
that the fueling facilities will hold 130,-
000 barrels of fuel, which certainly is not 
much fuel. On the other side of the coin, 
I must point out that the Navy wants 
600,000 barrels on Diego Garcia. 

We have an advance communications 
facility already on Diego Garcia, a com
munications facility which was put on 
Diego Garcia only because we were be
ing forced out of a communications fa
cility at Kagnew in Ethiopia; and when 
we were forced out, our military did not 
want to get out. 

We have an advanced communications 
facility already on Diego Garcia; already 
an 8,000-foot runway--so you can see 
that anything that the Russians have at 
Berbera, the United States already has 
at Diego Garcia. We have reached status 
quo. 

Speaking of Berbera, it is interesting 
to note that the Somalian Government 
has invited-! believe through Under 
Secretary of Defense Clements-U.S. 
NavY ships to visit Berbera. If my infor
mation is correct, plans are now under 
way-perhaps dates have been set-for 
U.S. Navy ships to visit Berbera in Au
gust or September. If I am wrong in that 
respect, I hope the Department of De
fense will correct me. 

Perhaps we can find out by going to 
the office of the Vice President, where 
there is a task force drumming up sup
port against t'~is resolution of disap
proval. So they have their guns all out
the Pentagon, tile State Department, the 
White House-and all we have are 99 
Senators, who may or may not exercise 
good judgment in this instance, who I am 
sure will vote their convictions. 

I do think it is odd for a :flyspeck in 
the Indian Ocean to have this array of 
heavy artillery, even outside this Cham
ber, buttonholing Senators and asking 
them, perhaps telling them-I hope no 
Senator would ever be told by anybody in 
the executive branch-how they should 
vote on a measure which is our respon .. 
sibility and ours only. 

I hope these lobbyists will go away and 
occupy themselves doing the duties which 
are theirs under the law. Those duties are 
not to try to twist arms in the Senate, to 
try to get us to do something against our 
will, and I hope the Senate will keep that 
in mind. 

Then, there is the argument that to 
operate 1n the Indian Ocean, we must 
have in Diego Garcia a bunkering facU-

ity to fuel American warships. I believe 
that the term repeatedly being used is "a 
filling station." What sarcasm. 

According to the information fm·
nished by the Committee on Armed 
Services, U.S. naval ships have access to
day to 16 countries around the Indian 
Ocean littoral-may I repeat, Mr. Presi
dent: U.S. naval ships have access today 
to 16 countries around the Indian Ocean 
littoral-for the specific purpose of fuel
ing and bunkering. In fact, the Soviets 
are welcome in only 13 of the littoral 
states. So it is not that we do not have 
a place to refuel our ships or ports to 
visit. It is really that the Navy wants a 
new operating base in Diego Garcia
halfway around the world and on a fly
speck in the Indian Ocean. They have 
wanted such a facility for many years, 
well over a decade, to my personal knowl
edge; I believe two decades, perhaps a 
little more. Usually Congress, and espe
cially the Senate, especially the Senate, 
has stood up on its hind legs and opposed 
this unwarranted expansion. 

In fact, a study was made by the Joint 
Chiefs of Sta:ff in the late 1950's concern
ing the "strategic island concept." It was 
decided then-then, in the late fifties
by the Navy that it should have an op
erating facility on the island of Diego 
Garcia. The strategic premises for this 
operating facility go that far back. As my 
colleagues are well aware, negotiations 
were started 9 years ago for an operating 
base at Diego Garcia. 

I want to state that regardless of 
Russians in the Port of Berbera, Somalia, 
the Navy would still want an operating 
base at Diego Garcia. Secretary Schles
inger, appearing before the Military 
Construction Subcommittee in June, was 
asked the question: If there were no 
Russian naval operations out of the Port 
of Berbera, Somalia, would the Navy still 
want the base on Diego Garcia? 

His answer? An emphatic "Yes." The 
Navy would still want the base on Diego 
Garcia. 

The arguments go beyond raising the 
strategic threshold in that area of the 
world. The Alice in Wonderland logic of 
the "bargaining chip" has returned: Let 
us build up Diego Garcia and our pres
ence in the Indian Ocean, the whispers 
in the Senate corridors say, and then we 
will be able to negotiate it away, prob
ably with great drama, by a future ad
ministration in a decade to come, and we 
all will feel good that another step to
ward peace has been achieved. 

And at what cost? How. Mr. President, 
can we participate in such a charade, 
such a perversion of logic and reason? 
Today, the Indian Ocean, thank God, is 
not yet an area of superpower confronta
tion. In fact, it is one of the last areas of 
the world in which neither of the super
powers has permanent installations. The 
Soviet Union has received a bunkering 
and logistics welcome from 13 nations fn 
the littoral of the Indian Ocean. In turn. 
the United States has a simJlar welcome 
in 16 countries. The Somallan facUlty. 
investigated by our own colleagues, offers 1 

no greater assistance than the present : 
U.S. facilities in the Persian Gulf. ; 

The distinguished Senator from Iowa ' 
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(Mr. CULVER), who has demonstrated 
such insight and attention to this mat
ter during his years in Congress, and 
especially since he came to the Senate
a most welcome addition-argues for a 
further period of pause to permit the 
commencement of talks with the Soviets 
011 preventing a further arms race in the 
Indian Ocean. Why now must we rush to 
accelerate the arms race? WhY must we 
now convert a relatively peaceful and 
stable part of the globe into another area 
of potential conflict, confrontation, and, 
yes, even war? This flyspeck is pretty 
close to Middle East oil. 

Just a few weeks ago, the Senate con
sidered the military procurement au
thorization bill. It was only a matter of 
days after the Nation's abrupt with
drawal from Southeast Asia. From all 
sectors, we heard voices of reason, voices 
calling for a reevaluation of American 
foreign policy and the strategic and mili
tary arms that would complement that 
policy as we approached the future. 

I was one who listened to those voices 
v:ith fresh hope. For years with many of 
my colleagues in this body, I have at
tempted to confront the issues wrought 
by American military forces who have 
been stationed abroad for three decades. 
Almost 25 percent of all our military 
forces are stationed on foreign soil. Not 
since the time of the Roman Empire 
have so many ventured so far from home 
in peacetime. I have believed that exist
ing American foreign policy can be 
achieved with far fewer stationed ab1·oad. 
I still do, and did when the military pro
curement bill was before us. But, like 
others, I refrained from raising again 
that issue at that time. I believed the 
overwhelming Senate sentiment desired 
maintenance of the status quo in the 
context of foreign affairs until the dust 
of Vietnam and Southeast Asia had 
settled. Even expanded requests for mili
tary hardware, considered necessary for 
existing commitments, were permitted 
to pass through awaiting an honest 
reassessment. 

I refer in that instance to the so
called Rickover nuclear cruiser, which 
was opposed by the Department of De
fense, which was opposed by the OMB, 
which is going to cost $1.2 to $1.3 bil
lion at p1·esent day prices, and for which 
they have plans numbering somewhere 
between 25 and 28. The cost is going to 
go way up, beyond $1.2 to $1.3 billion, 
even before the first one is built. 

The Senate did not approve the Rick
over nuclear cruiser and the chairman 
of the Committee on the Budget, who 
I hope and expect will speak on this 
matter when the conference report is 
before us, had something to say about 
the President himself busting the 
budget which he sent down. So I hope 
we wUl keep that factor in mind. too. 

As a matter of fact, this year, the 
Pentagon has gotten just about every
thing it requested and a little more. 
When are we- going to wake up? 

Why, then, should not the same atti
tude, of maintatning the status quo on 
commitments. on new ventures into new 
areas, apply? What is our post-Vietnam 
foreign pollcy? What are the lessons of 
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Vietnam and Southeast Asia? How best 
should we manifest American foreign 
policy abroad? ·can the United States 
li\'e in harmony with other nations of 
the world, regardless of their cultural, 
governmental, or social structures? Is 
our policy now, "live and let live," 
rather than "in our image and like
ness"? 

I think these and many other ques
tions that are basic to a reevaluation 
of American foreign policy are essential 
before new ventures are undertaken. 

The momentum of a past policy 
should not foreclose a possible option 
for restraint in the arms race. To build 
a base as a bargaining chip t-o give it 
away is a logic that might also need 
reassessment. I hope our final judg
ment will reflect the matw·ity of a set
tled nation entering its third century 
and not just the bravado of a growing 
boy. 

At the outset of these remarks, I in
voked the memory of a great Senator of 
the past, Richard Russell of Georgia, 
who chaired the Committee on Armed 
Services. About a decade ago the Navy 
had another request before that commit
tee. It was for a new type vessel that 
could move men and their equipment 
faster and in greater number than ever 
before. The vessel in question was the 
so-called FDL. Senator Russell opposed 
that Navy request not because the ves
sel would not do what the Navy said it 
would do, not because the cost was too 
high for the mission it would accom
plish, but rather for a more basic and 
sensible reason. Senator Russell said: 

I! we make it easy for the Navy to go 
places and do things, you can be assured 
that they will always be going places and 
doing things. 

Mr. President, that is the issue today. 
To expand the present N ... vy facility on 
Diego Garcia, we will certainly be mak
ing it far easier for the Navy to go to the 
Indian Ocean and to go there en mass. 
Once there in full force, I am sure that 
it will find many things to do. Today, the 
Senate has a unique opportunity. I hope 
that the Senate will exercise this oppor
tunity so as to create a pause-a pause 
that might open a positive opportunity 
toward world peace. 

Mr. President, may I say that, in a 
certain sense, I speak as a veteran. I was 
an enlisted man in the Navy, discharged 
honorably with the rank of seaman sec
ond class. I was an enlisted man in the 
Army, discharged honorably with the 
rank of private. I was an enlisted man 
1n the Marine Corps, discharged honor
ably with the rank of Pfc. I have given 
5 years in the service of my country in 
uniform. I think I know what I am talk
ing about. I only hope that the Senate 
will weigh this matter carefully and will 
be fully aware-as some of us have tried 
to be-fUlly aware of just what this 
means In the future; $10 million, $13 
million, $175 million, $8 billion, and 
what do you have in this ocean of peace? 
An arms race; chips on the shoulders of 
the Soviet Union and the United Staies. 
They build, we build. They send ships, 
we send in ships. We cannot afford a 
three-ocean Navy. We are stretched to 

the limit to take care of a two-ocean 
Navy to guard us on the Atlantic on our 
east and the Pacific on our west. 

So far there is no indication that Viet~ 
nam and Southeast Asia have taught us 
a lesson. We are spending more than 
ever, going beyond what the Pentagon 
wants in some instances. Are we going 
t-o be taken for a ride, or are we going 
to face up to our responsibilities as Sen
ators of the United States? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may use. 

Now, Mr. President, I think we all 
agree this is a highly important decision 
which is to be made. I have dealt with 
this issue for several years, as one Sena
tor, and I did not readily agree at all 
t-o back this expansion. I did agree last 
year that we approve an amendment 
making this a special part of the bill so 
that the Senator from Montana or any
one else could bring it before the Senate 
at a special matter on the facts. We fin
ally agreed to that in conference and pro
vided that the President of the United 
States, Mr. Ford, who was then just very 
recently in office, would have to make 
a certification-let us get these facts now 
about where the authorization is, that he 
would have to make a certification-as 
President, as to the need for this facility, 
and then a resolution of disapproval 
would be in order, within a 60-day pe
riod, to be passed on by either the House 
or the Senate. If the resolution of dis
approval passed then the appropriation 
would be killed, otherwise it would not 
be. 

Let us remember the money has already 
been authorized, over half of it. It has 
been authorized this year for a second 
amount, the second installment, and 
this will be the last one except a minor 
one that I will mention. 

Mr. President, may we have order
may we have quiet, I mean. There may 
be some who are looking for the facts. 

\Ve agreed in the committees, in the 
authorization language, that the second 
sum also would follow the disposition 
of this matter that is now before us. 

So there is no complication about it 
except that this is an additional pro
ceeding here that gives everyone a 
chance to be heard. I think this is a pol
icy question. I just mention that I have 
helped to bring to a conclusion this situ
ation in which we are passing on this 
matter today. 

Now, Mr. President, let us be certain 
we get the facts on this matter. Talking 
about a third-ocean NaVY with these 
huge sums of money, no one that I know 
of in a position of authority, who has 
dealt with this matter, has given any 
figures except the ftgurez that are nvw 
before us, I mean, based on the realities. 
Here is a more recent afiirmation of the 
Chief of Naval Operations, a man who, 
I think-and I am sure all of us think
is a man worthy of belief, Admiral Hollo
way. Last year I wrote him a letter re
ferring to the sums of money authorized 
and I asked him whether or not there 
were any other plans or further expenses 
to be incurred. 

In his response, dated November 26. 
1974-that is about the time we had this 
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matter in conference-Admiral Hollo
way, a.s Chief of Naval Operations, said: 

Other than the $26.8 milllon from fisca.l 
year 1975 and 1976 proposed for the fieet 
logistics support function, and so forth, the 
Navy has no plans for futm·e mllitru·y con
struction programs for Diego Garcia. 

Now, on June 10, 1975, at a hearing, I 
refe1Ted to the above letter and asked 
Secretary of Defense Schlesinger

What is the situation now, Mr. Secretary, 
as to any fm·ther plan for au e ·pansion of 
this island into a more permanent base? 

Secretary Schlesinger said: 
The plans are unchanged, :Mr. Chairman, 

the improvement cost and the req·llested cost 
!llllount to about $37 million. We intend an 
austere support facility. 

Now, that is the direct evidence upon 
this project. The cost and the plan. 

Later we have had this certification 
from the President of the United States 
in response to a law that Congress passed 
that he must make an evaluation. He 
must make an evaluation as the Chief of 
State, as the head of the administra
tion and we decide the matter finally 
aftei.· he has made his evaluation. He 
certified here in a solemn declaration 
that is before us. It is in the report, I 
am su1·e, and I do not have it right now 
where I can reach it. 

That covers the point as to the cost, 
and that covers the point as to the need 
now. 

Mr. Pre ident, right today, now, a~ I 
am told we have talk about a third 

'ocean n~vY. We now have a small task 
force over thei·e in the Indian Ocean. We 
are already in there. We have no base; 
we are not planning a base. We are plan
ning a supply depot, or a filling station, 
or storage area for fuel, for gasoline and 
oil. That is all, and we are already there. 

Now, where is that? That is in the 
Indian Ocean. 

I am told, Mr. President, that now, 
day or night, at any given time, of all 
the oil that is moving on the high seas 
in the world, at least half of it is right 
there in that area. 

That means something. I am sure it 
means something to us. It means a lot 
to me as I, more or less, fumble. a~ong 
in the hearings on the appropriations 
requested for long-rauge research and 
development for new and additional 
sow·ces of energy. 

This is where our present supplies of 
oil are. They can be cut off. Maybe it 
does not make any difference, but I be
lieve that it is highly important that 
we at least have a presence there that is 
capable of meeting a situation. 

We pray to God that no such situation 
will arise but if oil to the whole free 
world is ~n the move there and it is in
tercepted for very long, I think we 
would have to do something. Certainly 
if it is known that the source of fuel for 
our ships is 3,500 miles away-and those 
are the facts-then that makes trouble 
more likely. 

As I say, we have a task force there 
now. I wish the Indian Ocean could be 
set up as an area of peace, along with 
others. They are not going to paint ~e 
Into a corner as a wat·monger durmg 

this debate, either, because the record 
shows to the contrary. 

But I say now, this is a point of pre
paredness for us, certainly, to this mod
est extent. 

It is 3,500 miles from there to the 
Philippines, and that is where we have 
to go and come, back and forth, with 
these naval vessels that carry tho e oil 
supplies. 

I brought the map along. I am not 
strong on having all these maps lined 
up there, but I thought this '·as one 
case where everyone would have a chance 
to see and understand. 

Mr. President, may I wait until I can 
have the attention of the Se.l1ators? 

I invite attention to that .. :oute now 
from the Philippines over to Diego Gar
cia, through a particular strait through 
which our vessels carry these supplies. 
This is not really good. It is what is 
known in naval terms as a torturous 
route. Whatever fuel we have, except for 
60,000 gallons that I will refer to later, 
we are cut off from it, and there is that 
3.500-mile journey from the Philippines. 
· I say it is just commonsense. We do 

not have to argue what the foreign policy 
is going to be in the Mideast, or who is 
in danger there, or how much Israel may 
be concerned, or Iran might be con
cerned, or Saudi Arabia. I mention now 
that they have not a chance in the world 
to cope with this problem. They are not 
going to have any third-ocean navy. They 
cannot have a one-ocean navy. 

If we mean business· now about pro
tecting against what might be a danger 
for the free world nations, and I include 
otirselves as No. 1, we better at least go 
this far in preparing for the futw·e. 

I said I was slow to move with my 
actual support for this project. Well, I 
have no doubt about it now, especially in 
view of this oil situation. 

I do not want t.a frighten anyone. I just 
say, look in depth at the facts. Look in 
depth at the facts as to where we would 
be, should steps become necessary. What 
about those we are supposed to be pro
tecting where would they be? Where 
would they be should this area there be 
imperiled? 

I am the one that moved to table the 
amendment here for additional military 
aid to Israel, that is, when the military 
authorization bill was up. 

I certainly was not running out on 
whatever promise or obligation we have 
to Israel or anyone else in that area. 
But it seemed to me that there was a 
lack of preparedness out on this hig~
way where all the oil in the world lS 
moving in motion every day and every 
night, ~nd we would be failing to an
ticipate possibilities and take a reason
able, small step for preparedne~s. . 

What is this island? What 1s Diego 
Gat·cia? They are talking about build
ing up a port for a third ocean navy. 
Diego Garcia is a small island, 1,000 
miles away from any continent, an isl~nd 
that has approximately 10 square miles 
of land-10 square miles. That is a total
ity of only 10 square miles, something 
like 6,500 to 6, 700 acres. It is in a half new 
moon shape, and only 7 feet above the 

sea level-7 feet. How are you going to 
build a great port or a base there for the 
operation of a navy? Such things are 
just beyond possibility because of the 
physical limitations this little dot on the 
sea. 

Some of the things that are said about 
the possibility of this in~tallation are 
imaginary. 

I say again, Mr. President, there is no 
o.oubt about us having· a legitimate in
terest. Beyond that, there is an absolute 
necessity, for the time being, for us to 
keep these channels open for control of 
two-thirds of the Forld's supply of oil. 
As I have slread;r said, one-half of the 
world's oil in transit at any given time 
is in ships on the Indian Ocean. We will 
hear debate later from an eyewitness as 
to what the Soviets are doing over there 
in Somalia. I do no come here to try to 
frighten anyone. These are facts of life. 
I do not go out and try to frighten any
one, or talk about things as I wish they 
were, or as they ought to be. We have 
to deal with facts as they are. 

I know just a little about the attitudes 
of those nations around there. They are 
not in a position to be asking us to come 
there. I think I am on safe ground in 
saying that virtually every one of them 
would be very glad for us to have a little 
more fuel. I have not heard of any offi
cial protest. and I cannot find any pro
test-official protest. Somebody might 
hn.ve made a speech over there or voted 
for a resolution, -but I mean an official 
-protest about our coming in there, ex
·cept perhaps by one of these small na
tions. 

I believe that, as a practical matter, it 
just does not work out or pan out that 
these other places do not want us to do 
anything about the situation. 

I do not think there is any doubt of 
what is safer for Israel, also Iran, Saudi 
'Arabia, and others. 

I do not think we have heard or will 
hear any meaningful complaints to in
:fiuence the President or this Govern
ment, those complaints coming from 
those nations. 

I overlooked saying that this island 
of Diego Garcia is uninhabited. I thought 
they called them atolls. That is the Pa
cific term, I am told. But on the side of 
the world where Diego Garcia is, they 
call that an island. 

I do not see any grounds either-and 
I would not now favor-building a~1y 
huge f01t there. Of cow·se, for a naval 
base they cannot and will not do any
thing without the consent and money 
from the Congress. The President of the 
United States cannot do it and the NavY 
cannot do it. Only the Congress can sup
ply those funds. 
· We have gone on now for at least 2 
years arguing about this matter and the 
supporting facts have become stronger 
and stronger and stronger and stropger. 
we are going to hear from one of the 
most alert Members of this body as to 
what the real facts are there at Berbera. 
This is not what is claimed to be the facts 
or any self-serving declarations or some
thing of that kind, but the facts a.s he 
found them the1·e with his own eye~ and 
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ears and the impressions of his mind, 
assisted in this problem by a very ver
satile group of outstanding ability, the 
men who went with him. 

We have been standing by. What about 
our capabilities? 'Ve have not done a 
thing. Except for 60,000 gallons of fuel 
and we are still depending upon fuel 
3,500 miles away. This proposal would 
provide for '100;000 barrels of fuel, ap
proximately, and about half of it would 
be for planes from the carriers, and the 
other half would be fuel oil-fuel oil for 
naval vessels. 

As I understand, this Navy task force 
in the Indian Ocean now is oil burning. 
They are not nuclear ships. That is my 
point. 

AB I recall, we have only one opera
tional carrier which is a nuclear powered 
carrier. We are, and will be for a long 
time, a Navy that requires this liquid 
fuel. 

I am not for any all nuclear Navy. We 
never did agree on anything like that 
in conference. It was the Senate con
ferees that held this thing down so that 
shlp.S would not be nuclear wherever the 
President of the United states would 
certify that a nuclear type would not 
serve the interests of the Nation at that 
particular time and for that purpose. 

I will not dwell on this much, but the 
Soviet Union has been steadily increas
ing its basic capabilities in this area while 
we have made no increase. They have 
started -constructing new facilities at Ber
bera, Somalia, which will significantly 
increase their ability to operate. 

I wish this had not been the case. I 
can long for agreements as strongly as 
anyone else. I wish this had not been the 
case. I wish t'hat international agree
ments could be worked out to limit naval 
deployments in the Indian Ocean. But as 
long as we are showing this weakness by 
not getting this facility here for the fuel, 
I think we are just straying that much 
farther and farther from getting any 
agreement. Those are realities of the 
matter. Some individual over there in t'he 
Soviet Union may say something to the 
contral-y. They have said those things 
to me, years ago. But often it does not 
pan out. 

I think we have waited long enough. 
I think we ought to move forward on 
this supply question, anyway. I have no 
doubt, if the Members of this body get 
all the facts in this case, that the judg
ment of a sizable majority will say that 
we had better move, at least to this ex
tent. 

One word further about some kind of 
an agreement. Our committee expressed 
the hope that an evaluation would in
clude a thorough exploration of the pos
sibility of achieving, with the Soviet 
Union, mutual military restraints. with
out jeopardizing U.S. interests in the area 
of the Indian Ocean. 

I think the United States has done well 
ns a whole, 1n its negotiations with the 
Soviet Union in recent years, largely as 
a result of fine efforts on the part of not 
only Mr. Kissinger, but also valuable 
Members of thts body and the House of 
Representatives. I am advised now that 
the State Department did explore the 

possibility of negotiating mutual re
straints in the Indian Ocean, and that 
the President then elected not to ap
proach the Soviet Union before the Diego 
Garcia issue was decided. It is bound to 
have been the President who decided 
that, because that is the course taken. 
His recommendation is here. We had 
written it out into the law that this 
thing could not move until he had made 
this review and had certified it to us. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will ex
cuse me, I want to finish these points, 
and then I will yield to the Senator. 
I lean toward the idea of yielding, but I 
believe we are just cutting too much into 
whatever continuity of thought we have 
to offer; so, if the Senator from Iowa will 
excuse me, I will yield later. I think the 
he understands. 

I can fully appreciate, Mr. President, 
the concern about this matter. I had 
some concern myself, I repeat for empha
sis, when it started. There is nothing that 
I cave ever followed any more thoroughly 
than I have tried to follow this issue here, 
this very question. 

This resolution today resolves itself 
right down to the bare bones of 
supplying fuel-necessary fuel-within a 
reasonable time for any action that we 
might have to take. Do not say we will 
not have to take any. Who would ever 
have thought that our ship would be at
tacked over there on the other side of 
the world, in international waters, but 
near Cambodia and Thailand? This es
sential energy, upon which our economy 
is built and upon which, unfortunately, 
WE: are so dependent moves on the high
roads, the travel lanes, the ship lines of 
the world moving through this area day 
and night, and this will continue for 
years to come. 

The idea of our holding back just with 
a hope or a wait-and-see attitude, hold
ing back the building of a new supply 
source for this energy, is something I 
just cannot abide. 

I am no pessimist, I hope. But I have 
seen during all these years that we have 
had the benefit of the Azores, the benefits 
that came to our Navy and Air Force, our 
power, and our strength; and I see that 
now, of course. in the utmost jeopardy. 
We can no longer depend on it, really. 

In the Indian Ocean area, we have 
only a little naval facility which is totally 
inadequate or incapable of giving any 
large degree of support-Bahrein, I be
lieve it is pronounced-just a little place 
with room for the berthing of one ship, 
and no large ship. And then 1n Spain
I rememter I was in Spain when the 
original agreement was signed about the 
bases. I read yesterday about the tre
mendous development of the Spanish 
economy in those intervening years. But 
everyone knows that our renegotiation 
for U.S. bases there is underway, and is 
proceeding with dimculty. 

I have refen·ed to the Philippines sev
eral times. That is where we have some 
fuel supplies. But President Marcos has 
publicly stated that he intends to take 
over those U.s. bases within 3 y~rs, and 
convert them to a joint operation. 

I do not think that is a threat. It is 
the way he feels about it now. Anyway, 
it means that we are not getting stronger 
there. There is some'Jling underneath 
that is uncertain. In Greece, we know the 
tremendous pressure there against the 
bases. In Turkey-where are we going 
from here? 

One of the very best presentations I 
have ever heard on this floor was with 
reference to giving the President of the 
United States some continued leeway 
and negotiating room, some kine& of a 
hand, with reference to the situation 
there in Turkey-Greece-Cyprus. And 
we have held up on that, I say respect
fully, I think too much and too long. 

Now, here is one place where we have 
a friendly free nation th&., has given us a 
lease over here in this vi ... .M area. Do not 
say that it is off over there where it does 
not matter. It does matter. These Arab 
diplomats who are interested in this. 
Their pictures are on the front page, 
not off on page 22. It is the very oppo
site of domination for us to be picking 
up the fuel capacity a little, and to be a 
little more alert and not so unfortunately 
unprepared, so far as time is concerned, 
in having to go 3.500 miles to get a sim
ple little thing like fuel. 

Mr. President, I yield briefly to the 
Senator from Iowa, if he wishes. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. I will yield the floor, 

Mr. President. just as soon as the Senator 
from Iowa bas had a chance to ask his 
question. I appreciate the fact that he 
has waited. 

Mr. CULVER. I thank the distin
guished chairman for his willingness to 
yield to me for the purpose of a question. 

The question, Mr. President, is: Is the 
distinguished chairman supporting base 
expansion at Diego Garcia simply for the 
logistical fuel convenience that it pro
vides? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; that is the primary 
reason. There are two different kinds of 
fuel, of course, as the Senator knows. 
There is oil for the ships and fuel for the 
jets, to power the aircraft. 

Mr. CULVER. But the support of the 
distinguished chairman is for that pur
pose, and he does not envision a more 
elaborate utilization of that facillty or 
further development of that facility. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. It is 
presented on those facts, and those are 
the facts. I know there is speculation 
to the contrary, and the facts may 
change. But that is my primary purpose 
now. 

Mr. CULVER. Is the distinguished 
chairman willing to make the legislative 
history clear at this point that, if the 
proposed construction is allowed, it is not 
intended to approve either further base 
development in the Indian Ocean area or 
the costly construction of a new Indian 
Ocean fleet? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is certainly not my 
purpose now, to try to lay the ground
work for the items that the Senator men
tioned, but I have learned by experience 
that it is better to wait until the facts 
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are in in futw·e years before saying what 
we are going to do. It was sent up here, 
as I understand it, fo1· us to use judgment 
based on the facts. 

Mr. CULVER. The 1·eason for the ques
tion is, as the distinguished chairman I 
am certain appreciates, to try to ascer
tain his own personal perception of what 
steps we are taking now and the extent 
to which he is determined to see, as was 
described by Secretary Schlesinger, an 
austere facility here. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is right. 
Mr. CULVER. If that is the current 

intent of the Senator, should the legis
lative history on this occasion make that 
clear? 

Mr. STENNIS. There is no doubt about 
it, I say to the Senator from Iowa. I have 
tried to state it, and that is my purpose. 
But I speak for myself and for the pres
ent facts only. 

Mr. CULVER. The thing that, of 
cow·se, concerns me, I say to the Senator 
from Mississippi, is that he mentioned 
and made reference to Admiral Hollo
way's statements and also to statements 
of Secretary Schlesinger concerning the 
present intention for that base facility 
and any subsequent use concerning the 
growth to a three-ocean navy. It is true 
that Secretary of Defense Schlesinger 
testified on June 10 before our committee 
that it was: 

Not now our intention permanently to 
deploy ships into the Indian Ocean. 

The operative words being "not now 
our intention to permanently deploy 
ships in the Indian Ocean." 

Mr. P1·esident, however, in a March 
1974 interview with Seapower magazine, 
the then Vice President of the United 
States, Mr. Ford, himself stated, and I 
quote: 

Now, I think also that we've got to actively 
explore the desirability of having an Indian 
Ocean fieet. 

Of course, the concern that some of us 
have already expressed is that such a 
tleet will mean a cost estimated at 5 to 
8 billion additional dollars, and atmual 
maintenance and operation costs of an 
estimated $800 million for the three car
riers, plus the additional planes and 
ships, and the support ships that would 
have to accompany such a development. 

So these fears, I say to our distin
guished chairman of the committee, with 
all due respect, I do not think can be 
cavalierly dismissed. 

We have heard from military analysts, 
from independent sources, such as the 
Brookings Institution, we have heard 
from other naval omcers on this point 
and we know that the Navy for many 
years has sought the opportunity to have 
a th1·ee-ocean naval presence and sought 
that base and other bases in the Indian 
Ocean area for that purpose. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. P1·esident, if the 
Senator will yield, without being at fault, 
the Senator has gone far beyond the idea 
of asking questions. I yielded on my time 
only for a question with reasonable addi
tions thereto. 

Does the Senator want to use some of 
his own time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND a.nd Mr. CULVER 
addressed the Chair. 

Mr. CULVER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield for a question 
only on my time but within limit on that, 
too, Mr. President. 

Mr. CULVER. I think it is useful to 
have a colloquy on these matters. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am merely referl'ing 
to the time, I say to the Senator. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. How much time does 
the Senator desire? 

Mr. CULVER. I just want to address 
a question to the distinguished chair
man. 

Mr. STENNIS. It will be on my time, if 
the Senator has just one question. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, the chair
man has made reference in his statement 
to the report language of the Committee 
on Armed Services of a year ago, where 
it was stated ill the committee, the com
mittee that the Senator so ably 
chairs--

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator will get on with his question. 
A complaint has been registered with me 
that I am yielding too much time. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, in view of 
the concern that repeatedly has been ex
pressed by my distinguished chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that the time it 
takes for me to pose my question to him, 
to express it properly, be attributed to 
me, the Senator from Iowa. I do not want 
to encroach upon his valuable time. His 
side has only 2% hours, and I can real
ize the anxiety with which he is watch
ing the clock. 

~Ir. STENNIS. No. 
Mr. CULVER. Just put that aside. We 

have quibbled back and forth on vlho has 
time and who is using time. Put it on 
my time. I ask unanimous consent for 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa has no time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield sufficient time for that purpose to 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, who has 
the floor? 

Mr. CULVER. Who has the time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi has the floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I make 

this statement--
Mr. MANSFIELD. But the Senato1· 

yielded. 
Mr. STENNIS. I understand that. 
We all operate under the Senate rules, 

and other Senators have a right to time 
in these matters. I am willing to try to 
answer the questions of the Senator. I 
know the rules of the Senate. A Senator 
yields only for a question. If one goes 
over the line a little, that is all right. 

So let me have the Senator's question, 
briefly put, please, and my answer will 
be brief. Then I want to yield the floor 
and let the debate proceed, under the 
rules of the Senate. 

I yield to the Senator now, w1der those 
circwnstances. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquhoy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. CULVER. Am I being recognized 
in my own right? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
not yielded the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa has no time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Oh, yes; I yielded 
him such time as he may desire to pose 
his question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has as much time as he desires, 
yielded to him by the Senator from Mon
tana. The Senator from Mississippi now 
has the floor and has yielded to the Sen
ator from Iowa to pose a question. 

Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate that rul· 
ing. I have not yielded the floor. I am 
trying to accommodate my friend. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. This is not on my 
time, now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not 
on the time of the Senator from Mon
tana. We are on the time of the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, the fear 
in this situation is that we might have a 
debate. I hope the greatest deliberative 
body in the world could risk a momen
tary debate. 

My question to the chairman is this: 
The Senator properly stated that the 
Committee on Armed Services express its 
"hope" that "such" an evaluation would 
include a thorough explanation of the 
possibility of achieving with the Soviet 
Union mutual military restraint without 
jeopardizing U.S. interests in the area of 
the Indian Ocean." 

The wisdom of that request was based 
on the fact that the United States is pro
ceeding forward here without having 
exercised any diplomatic option, without 
having initiated any conversation with 
the Soviet Union since 1971. 

Despite the wise statements by our 
committee, under the able leadership of 
the Senator from Mississippi, the admin
istration replies that they have con
sciously decided not even to attempt 
negotiations with the Soviet Union. They 
have aiTogantly disregarded the ex
pressed recognition and 1·equest of the 
distinguished chairman's own commit
tee. Assistant Secretat·y of State Robert 
McCloskey wrote me a letter in which he 
said: 

It was decided not to approach the Sov!eta 
at the present time. 

I respectfully ask the Senator from 
Mississippi, as the able and distinguished 
chailman of this committee, whether or 
not, in his judgment, that inadequate, 
inept, pathetic response from our U.S. 
Department of Stat~ constitutes an ade
quate exploration with the Soviet Union 
about the prospects and the possibilities 
of mutual arms 1·estraint in the Indian 
Ocean? 

Mr. STENNIS. I think some effort has 
been made. I have evidence to believe 
that some effort has been made in that 
field. It is not a one-way street. Other 
nations in that part of the world have 
to be consulted, and have been, to an 
extent. 

The best I can say now is that, in spite 
of that effort, the conclusion was that 



July 28, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25325 

it was better to go on with this modest 
improvement, as I have outlined. 

I helped put this provisior.. in the bill, 
that the President of the United States 
would have to certify what he thought. 
He has acted, and he has done the best 
he could. I think he had grounds for 
that act, I say to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. How 
much time did I consume? What time is 
charged to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi has 29 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. STENNIS. Twenty-nine minutes 
out of how much? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Out of a 
total of 75 minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
thought we had 2 ¥2 hours apiece. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. However, this morning, 
the 2 :Y2 hours belonging to the Senator 
from Mississippi was divided between 
Senator STENN!S and Senator THURMOND. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all the time, un
der the usual rule, be accorded to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee, and he can work out something with 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

I withdraw the request. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that when I am not in the Chamber, 
the time on this side be under the control 
of the distinguished assistant majority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator from Oklahoma asking for 
1·ecognition? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a unanimous
consent request? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ap

preciate the courtesy of the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

I ask unanimous consent that my leg
islative assistant, Sally Horn, have the 
privilege of the floor during the consid
eration of Senate Resolution 160. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, in 
connection with the dialog that took 
place between the distinguished chair
man and the Senator from Iowa con
cerning whether or not the administra
tion has been interested in evaluating 
the possibilities of mutual arms restraint 
in the Indian Ocean, I should like to read 
McCloskey, Assistance Secrtary for Con
a letter which I received from Robert .r. 
gressional Relations of the Department 
of State, concerning this matter. It is 
dated July 17 of this year. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., Ju ly 17, 1975. 

Hon. DEWEY F. BARTLETT, 
u.s. senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT! With 1·espect to 
t he question of arms limitations tn the In
dian Ocean, which ·you and Under Secretary 
Sisco have been discussing telephonically, I 

hope the following information will be help• 
ful to you. 

Before certifying to Congress that the exM 
pansion of facilities on Diego Garcia was es
sential to the national interest, the Admin· 
istration re-evaluated the military and for
eign policy implications of the Diego Garcia 
proposal, including the matter of arms liml
tations talks with the Soviet Union. On the 
basis of that review, it was decided not to 
approach the Soviets at the present time. 

A significant factor in this decision was 
the evident lack of Soviet interest in such 
talks. As you know, in 1971 we responded 
officially and favorably to a Soviet suggestion 
that we explore the possibilities of arms lim
itations in the Indian Ocean area. We have 
heard nothing from them since that time, 
despite several public iterations of our will
ingness to consider constructive suggestions. 
Moreover, we need to resolve the issues relat
ing to our proper role in the Indian Ocean. 
Debate on this began in early 1974, centered 
around our expansion plan for Diego Garcia. 
From extensive experience in negotiations on 
arms control, we believe the chances for any 
useful talks with the Soviets would be im
proved were the Diego Garcia matter resolved 
in such a way as to demonstrate that the 
U.S. is determined, and has the means, to 
protect its security interests in the Indian 
Ocean. As the Secretary has indicated, we 
would be prepared in these circumstances 
to explore the possible methods of limita
tions, which we have been studying within 
the Government, bearing in mind the need to 
guard against an imbalance in the area which 
would adversely affect our security interests. 

Our periodic deployments to the Indian 
Ocean-and our proposed limited expansion 
of facilities at Diego Garcia to support them 
more efficiently and effectively-do not, we 
believe, fuel an arms race in the area. We re
mam interested in constructive proposals for 
limitations, but an adequate level of U.S. 
presence in that important area is essential. 

I can assure you that we take seriously the 
concerns expressed by several Senators, and 
we have read with interest accounts of their 
recent discussions in the USSR. As you know, 
we are pursuing improved relations with the 
Soviet Union on a broad front. Arms llmita
tions talks with the USSR are a part of t:hat 
process and, in each case, specific negotia
tions have been undertaken when we thought 
mutual interests, timing, and circumstances 
were most propitious. Experience has shown 
that this approach is best calculated to pro
duce a successful outcome. 

If I can be of further assistance on this 
subject, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 

Sincerely, 
RoBERT J. McCLOSKEY, 

Assistant Secretary for 
Congressional Relations. 

Mr. CULVER. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARTLETT. Yes, I yield to the 

Senator from Iowa on his time. 
Mr. CULVER. I appreciate the Sena

tor's yielding. 
Mr. President, the proposed base ex

pansion on Diego Garcia is an issue on 
which honorable individuals can have a 
sincere difference of opinion. 

This does not concern me. 
What does concern me is that some 

good Americans who saw the mistake of 
our Government's policies in Vietnam so 
prophetically and who fought so coura
geously to change those policies now 
seem inclined to tolerate this Diego Gar
cia expansion as just another minor item 
in a $100 billion defense budget. 

I can well understand a strong pro or 
con position on this issue based on differ
ing views as to the direction our foreign 

and defense policies should take in the 
years ahead. 

What I cannot understand, in the 
light of our recent traumatic experience 
in Vietnam, is the failure to see the por
tent of this provocative step of military 
expansion in a vast area of the world 
which is comparatively stable and in 
which our interests are not significantly 
threatened. 

It is true that the island of Diego Gar
cia is a flyspeck of coral atoll, five miles 
wide by 13 miles long, in the far reaches 
of the Indian Ocean, 1,000 miles south
west of India and about the same dis
tance east of Africa. It is also true that 
most Americans do not know what Diego 
Garcia is or where it is or how it relates 
to such urgent, close-at-hand problems 
as unemployment and the rising cost of 
living. 

But only a few years ago, the Tonkin 
Gulf was similarly unknown to most of 
us. 

Now it is a household term identified 
with the fateful escalation of our mili
tary intervention in Southeast Asia. 

The Tonkin Gulf incident, the Tonkin 
Gulf resolution and the Vietnam war are 
now history. 

But we have an overriding responsibil
ity to avoid making the same kind of 
mistake over again. 

If we proceed with this expansion in 
the Indian Ocean at this time-without 
even trying the peaceful, less costly, no
risk alternatives-then we will indeed be 
simply replaying the first act of a sce
nario identical with that which took us 
into the quagmire of Vietnam. 

We have time. We have alternatives. 
Let us at least try the less costly, peace
ful options. If the options do not work, 
then we can proceed with the proposed 
base expansion. But, remembeting Viet
nam, let's take time to look before we 
leap. 

We have, in effect, come to the first 
major test of our ability and determina
tion to chart a new, more constructive 
direction in foreign and defense policy 
that does not rely exclusively on auto
matic military escalation and gunboat 
diplomacy. 

In the post-Vietnam reassessment dia
logue, one point that has been empha
sized is the urgent need for closer inte
gration of our foreign and defense poli
cies. Our defense effort and our military 
spending should be geared to specifically 
identified foreign policy objectives. Too 
often, in the past, the Pentagon has gone 
out ahead, creating its own policies, leav
ing those responsible for our foreign pol
icy to catch up. The proposed base 
expansion on Diego Garcia is a classic 
example of the Pentagon creating for
eign policy. 

The background of Diego Garcia is as 
follows: 

For nearly 20 years, the Pentagon has 
pushed for a base expansion on this is
land which we have leased from the 
British. 

Last year, the Senate turned down the 
appropriation for this project, specify
ing that the $20 million authorized for 
the project was not to be spent until the 
President certified that the base was in 
the national interest. The President has 



25326 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.- _ SEN·ATE July 28, 1975 
gone through the formality of certifying 
this, but no one has made a convincing 
case that this expansion is needed. 

This year, the Pentagon is featuring as 
the centerpiece for its selling of Diego 
Garcia to Congress the revelation that 
the Soviets have constructed some naval 
support facilities at Berbera in Somalia. 

Obviously, we cannot regard any So
viet activity lightly. Recent eyewitness 
accounts by U.S. congressional delega
tions report the facilities include an air
field, petroleum storage tanks, barracks, 
a communications facility, and a build
ing designed for storing and handling 
missiles. 

The implication is that this Soviet ac
tivity ipso facto makes it necessary for us 
to counter with the expansion on Diego 
Garcia. 

The Berbera matter has been spectac
uiarly publicized amid conjecture as to 
exactly what is there and how major a 
facility it is that the Russians are build
ing. 

Lost in the superficial dramatics are 
the basic points that are really vital to 
the decision on Diego Garcia: 

One, that the Soviet activity, even if 
the most exaggerated accounts of its ex
tent are accepted, does not pose sufficient 
threat to our national interest to warrant 
the risk of opening up the superpower 
arms race in a vast new area of the 
world. 

We must remember that the major new 
Soviet activities at Berbera came after 
the Pentagon proposal to go ahead with 
Diego Garcia expansion, and that Secre
tary Schlesinger has testified that we 
would want that base even if the Rus
sians shut down their activities at Ber
bera. In the absence of negotiations and 
mutual limitations, the Soviets can be 
expected to increase their naval presence 
in the Indian Ocean, according to CIA 
predictions. 

Two, that the Diego Garcia move might 
actually weaken, rather than strengthen 
our security position in the area by dis
turbing our present good relations with 
the littoral nations of the Indian Ocean, 
who, if they perceive us to be precipitat
ing an arms race in the region, may deny 
tis the access we now have to their ports 
and facilities. 

Three, that the1·e are feasibly, less pro
vocative alternative actions that we can 
take to counter the Soviet activity and to 
preserve the strategic balance. 

Finally, contrary to the impression 
many people are getting from this con
trovery, the present U.S. military posi
tion in the Indian Ocean is one of solid 
strength, not weakness, as compared to 
that of the Soviet Union, so haste for the 
go-ahead of the expansion on Diego Gar
cia is not in any sense imperative. 

This means that we have time to con
sider and try out the no-risk options 
available to us as alternatives to military 
escalation. 

Mr. President, I am not talking about 
permanently foreclosing the proposed 
base expansion. I am asking for time to 
try less costly, less dangerous initiatives 
that we have not given a c.hance, as yet. 
Admittedly, we have no way of know
ing what the . u.s.s.R:s eventual plans 
are in Berbera, how important their fa-

cility may become and how it will be 
used. Given that uncertainty, we need 
to proceed with care and restraint aim
ing .at the protection of our long-range 
interests and friendly relations w_ith the 
other nations of the area. The condi
tioned reflex reversion to military build
up does not always generate strength 
in the long run. 

I want no part of any move that will 
weaken the strategic position of the 
United States. I believe the peaceful 
moves I am proposing for the Indian 
Ocean will strengthen our overall se
curity position, not weaken it, in the 
long range. In the short range, exercis
ing these options simply does not risk 
that much. 

Specifically, I have proposed these 
initiatives: 

First, that the expansion of the Diego 
Garcia base be postponed until next 
year so that the alternatives can be ex
plored. 

Second, that the United States initi
ate negotiations at once with the Soviet 
Union for mutual arms restraint in this 
region. 

Third, that the present restrictions on 
economic and technical aid to Somalia, 
restrictions imposed in 1971 because 
ships from other nations bearing the 
Somali "flag of convenience" were trans
porting cargoes to Cuba and North Viet
nam, should be lifted. If the adminis
tration does not see fit to take this ac
tion, as it is in its power to do, Congress 
should proceed with appropriate legis
lation. 

Fourth, that a policy be inaugurated 
of U.S. ship visits to Somalia leading to
ward generally improved political rela
tionships. It is my hope, too, that agree
ment will be reached in the near future 
for U.S. naval vessels to visit Somalia 
ports. President Siad of Somalia offered 
to permit this, at the time he visited 
President Ford, last November. 

Fifth, that basic economic aid and 
technical assistance programs be devel
oped to further a new era of peaceful 
relations with Somalia. 

Mr. President, Barry M. Blechman, a 
senior fellow at the Brookings Institu
tion, summarizes in an article recently 
published in the Washington Post, the 
overriding reason against proceeding 
with the Diego Garcia expansion at this 
time. 

"A U.S. base at Diego Garcia," he 
writes, "would constitute another step to
ward increased competition with the So
viet Union in the Indian Ocean, a region 
relatively remote from both superpowers. 
The fact that the U.S.S.R. already has 
taken a comparable step does not compel 
us to follow suit." 

Mr. Blechman goes on to point out that 
increased United States-Soviet rivalry in 
the Indian Ocean would divert limited 
U.S. military resources from more press
ing needs, such as the Mediterranean, 
would increase the risk of our getting in
volved in some future conflict in the re
gion, and would impair relations with 
friendly nations in the area. 

He writes: 
And finally, it means another step toward 

the establishment of a requirement 1n U.S. 

military planning for the maintenance of a 
permanent U.S. fleet in the region; a move 
that, in the absence of cuts in U.S. naval 
deployments elsewhere, could imply Incre
mental defense expenditures on the order of 
$5 to $8 billion for ship a.nd aircraft pro
curement and $800 million per year in oper
ating costs. 

In this reference, it is interesting to 
note that Secretary of Defense Schles
inger testified before the Armed Serv
ices Committee that--

It iS not now our intention permanently 
to deploy ships in the Indian Ocean. 

However, in a March 1974 interview, 
Mr. Ford himself stated: 

Now I think also that we've got to actively 
explore the desirability of having an Indian 
Ocean fleet. 

By contrast, Mr. Blechman concluded 
his article with this statement: 

The obvious, if remote, solution to the in
cipient superpower competition in the Indian 
Ocean is a formal treaty in which both the 
United States and the Soviet Union agree to 
limit their naval deployments there. 

Mr. President, I think the distin
guished Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. 
BARTLETT) has put his finger on the 
single most crucial issue in this entire 
debate this afternoon. That, simply 
stated, is why, oh why, is the U.S. Gov
ernment afraid :-o initiate diplomatic 
discussions with the Soviet Union to
ward s.eeking mutual arms restraint in 
the Indian Ocean? 

I was interested in the letter that the 
Senator received from Mr. McCLOSKEY. 
He may also be interested in the origin 
of that letter. That letter was eventually 
written because the Senator from Iowa 
wrote to our Department of State on 
June 12. I wrote them, one, to accept the 
Somalian invitation to have our Ambas
sador go visit that Port of Berbera. I 
also wrote them and inquired why the 
u.s. Department of State has failed, 
since 1971, even seriously to raise the 
question of diplomatic negotiations to
ward achieving some sort of mutual arms 
restraint in the Indian Ocean. 

Since 1971, we have had what some 
people call detente. It may or may not 
be what a lot of people hope and pray 
it may be, but the fact of the matter is 
the relationship between the United 
States and the Soviet Union has, in a 
very significant way, been altered since 
1971. 

We :1ave been in SALT talks with the 
Soviet Union, affecting the most sensi
tive and strategic survival questions in 
our mutual relationship. We have had 
every other conceivable initiative across 
the whole range of our relationships
economic, political, social, and, this 
week, shaking hands in .outer space. 

The question is why, in view of that 
backdrop, has our Department of State 
refused to negotiate or even offer tone
gotiate with the Soviet Union mutual 
arms restraint in the Indian Ocean, par
ticularly when we have all these scares 
about missile crises, about the Russians 
are coming, about all these other con
cerns? 

I wrote them and I asked them a ques
tion. Does Senator BARTL~rr know this1 
They never even responded to that part 
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of my letter. They answered the first 
part. They did not even answer that part 
about negotiations until several weeks 
later. 

The fact of the matter is, the U.S. 
Government is not interested in negotia
tions on the Indian Ocean. The fact of 
the matter is that the Pentagon, once 
again, is the driving force in American 
foreign policy in the post-Vietnam 
period. 

I was interested in hearing all this 
talk today about this being only a tiny 
atoll; it is 5 miles wide, 10 miles long; 
it is a rock. The distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services said 
it is not even inhabited by anybody. 

Let me tell you something, Mr. Presi
dent: the Gulf of Tonkin did not have a 
lot of bodies :tloating in it. Nobody on this 
floor had heard about the Gulf of Tonkin 
before that war started, and nobody had 
heard about places like Khe Sanh, either, 
and I lost my best friend there. We a1·e at 
the crossroads. 

Have we learned the lessons of Viet
nam? We are going to find out in a very 
significant way this afternoon. We came 
oti the back of Vietnam. People wrung 
their hands and said, oh, America is 
going to hunker up in the hole, America 
is going to retreat to Fortress America, 
it is going to be a period of neoisolation
ism. Well, if the alternative to interven
tionism and acting as global policeman 
is neoisolationism, then I reject that 
alternative. There is a middle ground and 
today, we are going to find out. 

Mr. President, the State Department 
finally answered my letter and said that 
they thought about negotiations with the 
Soviet Union, but they decided that, be
cause there was a lack of interest, they 
were not even going to initiate an inquiry. 
And do you know why? Because the De
partment of Defense was leaning on them 
so hard. 

We should give that Secretary of De
fense Schlesinger double pay, because he 
is doing two men's jobs. He is Secretary 
of Defense and of State. 

I came to the U.S. Congress 11 years 
ago, served on the House Foreign Atfairs 
Committee for 10, under the naive as
sumption that the foreign policy of 
America was set by civilians, by Presi
dents, by the Department of State, and 
by the appropriate committees of Con
gress in the area of foreign affairs and 
foreign relations. One does not have to 
be around here long to know how funda
mentally false that assumption is. 

We have not even talked to the Rus
sians about this question since 1971. All 
I say to this body is why? What are we 
afraid of? We are not weak in the Indian 
Ocean; we are powerful. Any time we dis
patch an American carrier task force 
over to the Indian Ocean, it is like put
ting a 400-pound man in a washtub; 
there is not any water left. The fact of 
the matter is that the French fleet 
alone-the French fleet alone---equals 
the Soviet fleet today in the Indian 
Ocean. Four to 6 out of every 12 months 
since 1973, we have put American car
rier task forces over there. 

We put the U.S.S. Enterprise in there
with 36 ~ttack airplanes carrying 7.5 tons 
of ammo under their wings, and 24 F-14 

fighters. Do we have to fear interdiction 
of oil lines? Rubhiflh. 

The fact of the matter is that the So
viet Navy has one diesel sub over there, 
one diesel sub in their fleet, and it is only 
equal to the French fleet. And the British 
have their own significant capability. 

The Director of the CIA, Mr. Colby, 
has testified that interdiction of oil sup
plies is not going to come from Soviet 
subs. It is going to come at the well
head-embargoes. That is where it is 
going to come from. 

We have 29 countries in the littoral 
area states, 29 friendly nations in large 
part because right now, we can go into 
36 ports in 18 countries for refueling over 
there. We refueled over there all during 
the 1973 oil embargo. But not one of 
those countries favors our expanding in 
Diego Garcia. 

The Australian Prime Minister was 
here last January, and he said, "Do not 
go in there." But we are going arrogantly 
to disregard all the heartfelt opinion of 
mankind in that area and, in classic, cold 
war fashion, America is going to stick its 
big nose under the tent of an arms race. 

We are on the slippery slope of mili· 
tary escalation. We are at the crossroads. 
It is a rock today, but it is going to be a 
benchmark tomorrow. Mark my words. 

Why not look before we leap? If there 
is one lesson out of Vietnam-! am on 
my time, Mr. President. If there is one 
lesson out of Vietnam--

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the Senator 
yield for a second? . 

The only thing I want to straighten 
out, without interrupting his remarks, is 
to make sure this is on his time. I am 
not sure he has time. 

Mr. CULVER. That is right; it is on 
my time, and I am assured I have ample 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has been given time by the distin
guished majority leader. He is now on 
that time. 

Mr. CULVER. We are at the cross
roads. When people say, have we learned 
the lesson of Vietnam, we are going to 
find out today. They say, "What is that 
little tiny place? What is it called?'' You 
are going to find out tomorrow. 

The chairman talks about just a modest 
expansion. Well, we have independent 
military analysts who tell us that it is 
going to mean a three-ocean NavY, $5 
to $8 billion, three cal'l'iers, all the sup~ 
port ships and airplanes that can_ go 
on them. 

All I say, Mr. President, is that there 
is no Senator who will tolerate for one 
moment America being· in an inferior 
status in a military position of vulnera~ 
bility in the Indian Ocean or anywhere 
else. 

The hard fact of the matter is that 
America is not weak today; it is strong. 
The only people talking about how weak 
America is are the Secretary of Defense, 
the Secretary of State, and the President 
of the United States, and I am sick and 
tired of that poor-mouthing. 

We are bristling with power. When 
you put the u.s.s. Enterprise into the 
Indian Ocean, with all the accompanying 
ships afloat, and you put the A-6's, 
A-Ts, and the F-14's on those decks, who 

cares if they have got all their Styx 
missiles out there. 

Do you know why they have so many 
in Berbera? The Soviet missiles are so 
lousy in large part that their navy can
not have the operational sophistication 
and reliance that our fleet possesses. They 
are 20-nautical mile range, late 1950 vin
tage. To hear the Pentagon and hear 
some of the Members in the Chamber tal~ 
you would think they were interconti
nental ballistic missiles with nuclear 
warheads poised and aimed on Honolulu. 
Hogwash. Hogwash. 

Let us talk facts. All I am saying is 
this: yes, it is a modest request now. 
But I am saying before we make this 
modest request, before we approve it, let 
us insist in this age of detente, if detente 
means anything, that we at least initi
ate a serious overture to the Soviet Union 
to negotiate. Negotiate what? Mutual 
naval arms limitations agreement in the 
Indian Ocean; for example, a limitation 
on ship-days on both sides. You can ver
ify that. It is enforceable. 

What are the advantages in doing 
that? 

Well, the advantages are clearly, first 
and foremost, that we avoid this costly, 
dangerous arms race. The chairman talks 
about the danger of confrontation there 
with the Soviet Union over the oil lines. 
That is far more sensitive than the stra~ 
tegic arms limitation talks going on right 
now. If it is that serious we ought to 
·talk. · - -

Now, second, what else does it do? It 
achieves the advantage of not flying in 
the face of the considered opinion of 
every ally we have got in the area. It is 
stupid to go ahead and plunge into this 
when all the countries in the region, in
cluding Australia, say, "Do not do it." 

It is stupid when we could get resup
plied, refueled over there all during the 
embargo. How many of those countries, 
Mr. President, that now make available 
to us some 36 ports, are going to close 
them down? If we go ahead with this 
base expansion, arrogantly disregarding 
the opinion of those countries, how many 
are going to be infiamed with anti
American judgments? That is a great 
and burning issue. The Indian Ocean 
may not mean much to us; Diego Garcia 
may be a :flyspeck, an atoll, somewhere 
but, my friends, there are some 29 coun~ 
tries which live along the Indian Ocean, 
and who are we in the · post-Vietnam 
perio_d to start at once again arrogantly 
to disregard their judgment, their opin
ion, their sensitivities? 

If the Soviet Union says, "Nyet, nyet, 
we do not want to talk," OK, OK, they 
do not want to talk. We will bum them 
up in the arms race. They cannot stay 
with us. They are not even with us today. 

When we have to go ahead with Diego 
Garcia, Mr. President, we will be going 
forward, sir, with the burden the USSR. 
The onus, the blame, will be clear. It was 
America which made the good-faith ef
fort; it was America which tried its best 
with diplomatic civility, enlightenment, 
compassion and concern to go forward 
to work out a rational relationship and 
understanding ami resolution of the 
problems of the Indian Ocean. 
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Let the Soviets explain to world opin

ion, Mr. President, why they are not will
ing to enter into this mutual and hu
manitarian approach and response. 

Now, Mr. President, every year since 
1971, every single year, the General As
sembly of the United Nations has come 
forth with a statement called the "zone 
of peace," begging the superpowers of the 
world who heretofore had remained out 
of the Indian Ocean to stay out. "Leave 
us alone. We do not want to be caught 
up in these big power politics. We do not 
want to be put in a situation where we 
are being muscled under through gun
boat diplomacy. Respect our sovereignty. 
Respect our integrity. Play in your own 
sandboxes." 

Always, they will concede, we have 
to have rights of navigation, freedom of 
the seas. That is what the law of the 
seas is all about, and we should insist 
to the end on that right. 

But, Mr. President, every year since 
1971 the General Assembly has said, 
"Keep the superpowers out." All the lit
toral area states have said, "Please stay 
out," including Australia. And yet we go 
forward and we go in. 

Mr. President, it is said there are a 
few of these countries that will privately 
say that they want us to come in, they 
want Diego Garcia. Well, Mr. President, 
that has an awfully painful familiar 
ring to me, too. I remember as a new boy 
in the House Foreign A1fairs Committee 
in 1965 going to Vietnam. I remember 
leaving Vietnam and going to Thailand, 
and I remember talking to omcials in 
various parts of Southeast Asia, and 
they said, "You know, we are all for you 
but we cannot say a word about it pub
licly." 

Let me just tell you something, Mr. 
President, the day you get politicians 
saying privately they are all for you and 
publicly going out into the town square 
and whipping them up against America 
so they can get elected, you are on 
pretty shaky ground. If there is one 
lesson of Vietnam, that clearly ought to 
be it. 

Mr. President, we are right back into 
the bargaining chip game. That is what 
Secretary Kissinger is saying to us, 

I want it for a bargaining chip. 
Why invest hundreds of millions of 

dollars of the taxpayers' money, money 
from Dubuque. Iowa, into a theory 
when we can determine the genuine in
tentions of the Soviet Union in a mat
ter of minutes? 

One of the last big bargaining chips is 
that white elephant called an ABM that 
my people are still paying for. 

No, Mr. President, if there ever was 
a time to negotiate, the time 1s now. I 
believe that we should talk before we 
bulld. I believe that we should build be
fore we fight and, I believe, Mr. Presi
dent, that we should fight to the death 
before we surrender. But you have got 
to get your orders straight. You have got 
to get it in the regular order, Mr. Presi
dent, regular order. Talk before we 
build, build before we fight, and fight 
before we surrender. We have got the 
cart before the horse again. We have 
got the State Department running 

around with its tail between its legs try
ing to catch up with foreign policy as 
it is set by the Defense Department. 
That is what is happening. 

Now, finally, Mr. President, let us 
make that serious effort. Some of us were 
in the Soviet Union-one of the co
chairmen was the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota <Mr. HUMPHREY)
and we explored in formal sessions with 
the Soviets the extent of their willing
ness seriously to discuss the question of 
mutual naval arms restraint in the In
dian Ocean. 

As we reported to our Secretary of 
State immediately upon our return-the 
following day-and as we worked closely 
with our own State Department escort 
officers on the trip, and as we reported in 
subsequent correspondence to the Secre
tary of State, we said that although the 
initial response of the Soviet Union was 
general and vague, we had subsequent 
reason to believe that the Soviet Union 
would respond positively to the initiation 
of a formal request to enter into nego
tiations and discussions over the question 
of mutual naval arms restraint in the In
dian Ocean. 

That is all we said. We gave them 
chapter and verse on what exact and 
specific evidence we had to substantiate 
that hope. 

That was just a hope. It may be wrong. 
It does not take long to find out if it is 
wrong, or not, but we feel that the sig
nal we had should not be disregarded; it 
should be explored. 

What is lost in that no risk policy? No 
risk. 

We can find out whether they want to 
be responsible and act in good faith, 
constructive and substantial. We can 
find out in a matter of a few months, and 
what is lost, Mr. President, to delay long 
enough to find out? Nothing is lost, I 
submit, and there is everything to gain
the prospects of the outside hope, remote 
though it may be, that we will not have 
to go to a three-ocean Navy; $5 to $8 
billion more money to the taxpayers of 
America at a time this country is going 
bankrupt. 

We are not going bankrupt as a result 
of ADC, we are going bankrupt because 
of this insane arms race and overkill. 

We talk about national security inter
ests, as the able Senator from Missouri 
so frequently has had the opportunity 
and the good sense to remind us, but we 
do not listen. When we talk about na
tional security interests, we talk about a 
three-legged stool: Guns and tanks, arms 
which we have got so much of that they 
get in the way; and we talk about the 
strength and fundamental and basic 
health of an economy which is the engine 
and heartbeat of the whole effort: and 
we talk about the morale and the wel
fare of the people, their confidence in 
the political institutions and the intelli
gence of decisionmakers to allocate pri
orities in a compassionate humane, logi
cal and rational way. 

Mr. President, I have mentioned the 
three-legged stool; today it has one good 
leg and two that are about ready to fall 
off, and the only good one :Is the guns 
and tank leg. 

So we have nothing to lose by making 

this serious approach to the Soviet Union. 
What do we have to gain? We might 
avoid an arms race. We may also salvage 
a few friends in that area in the critical 
continent of Africa and the subcontinent 
of India. We may also keep open some 
of those refueling opportunities that were 
open to us all during the 1973 embargo. 

What we are talking about here on 
Diego Garcia-and we have already spent 
$63 million for a communications cen
ter, is about $37 million more to dredge 
the harbor, extend the runways, build 
some officer barracks, and so forth. 

The Navy has wanted this thing since 
the late 1950's. They not only wanted 
Diego Garcia, but bases all over the 
Indian Ocean. The minute the British 
pulled out, they thought, hot dog, let us 
pick up those properties. 

As the late Senator from Georgia, Mr. 
Russell, once said, make it easy for the 
Navy to go places and do things, and 
they will go places and do things. I do 
not blame them. I do not blame them for 
wanting every toy in the store. I blame 
us for having the stupidity to give them 
that and more. 

I do not blame them. That is their job. 
They are professional military people. 
I do not think they are acting irrespon
sibly when they want places for con
venience, but it is we who are supposed 
to represent the larger national interest. 
It is we who are supposed to have the 
maturity to give consideration in the cal
culus of America's best interests, whether 
or not in fact that national security in
terest largely defined, 1s best served by 
this particular narrow escalation of mili
tary power. 

That is our job. That is not their job. 
Now, we talk here about this Indian 

Ocean. 
Right now the French are here in Re

union Island. They are equal to the So
viet :fleet. 

We are talking about 30 days in gas 
and oil for aviation, planes, and to fuel 
ships. 

In view of the fact that the Senator 
from Mississippi made this argument, I 
would just like to address it. 

When we send a task force, carrier 
task force of the U.S. Navy, into the 
Indian Ocean-we have been doing it on 
a regular basis ever since 1973-it is out 
there for about 6 months of the year. One 
of the rea.sons our Navy costs so much 
is because they properly have a mission 
to handle global responsibilities, to get 
out to sea and stay at sea. 

The Soviet Navy is not so designed or 
constructed; it does not have a mission 
of comparable magnitude. 

When we go out, we can stay at sea 
30 days. The American taxpayers pay a 
lot of money to permit them the capa
bility. 

No other country in the world even has 
such powerful aircraft carriers. We have 
got 13 right now. The Soviets have a few 
with helicopters on them. So what? 

We saU out the U.S.S. Enterprise, a 
nuclear aircraft carrier. It has got so 
much stuff on it, so much firepower, it 
can hardly float. It can hardly float. 

We talk about a Styx misslle, 20-mile 
range. It 1s ludicrous. The Styx missile, 
late 1950 vintage, has been given to 13 
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different countries by the Soviet Union 
already. Egypt has got them. India has 
them. Everybody has got them. 

The incredible irony to me is that we 
are in one 1·oom, all excited about that. 
·we have seen a few crates. So what? The 
missiles are coming. OK. 

They do not have the patrol boats yet. 
They have got to have a patrol boat to 
put the missile on to shoot it 20 miles at 
sea. Big deal. 

They are going to Somalia. Our own 
DOD, our own intelligence, admits they 
are going to the Somalians. All right, 
good luck. I hope they can keep them 
in repair. So what? They are nonnuclear, 
they are not going anywhere. We have 
got the A-6 and A-7 flying off that air
craft carrier. We have cruisers, destroy
ers, we have oilers-oilers-keep that in 
mind-oilers. 

They are out there 30 days without the 
need for anything. Except it really is a 
good thing those nations have sandy 
shores because when you put the U.S. 
Navy in that little bathtub, they wash 
people up on the beach. 

If they do not know it, we will need 
some new admirals. 

We are not lacking firepower. We are 
lacking will and intelligence. 

Now, they are out 30 days. If they run 
out of fuel and want to stay on, stay 30 
days, what kind of global contingency 
are we trying to deal with? 

Do we face a serious interdiction? Do 
we mean we have a problem with Soviets 
coming up, wanting to risk world war 
m over stopping that oil? 

What do we think the French will do 
then, or the British, what do we think 
we are going to do then? 

I will say that we will be closer to 
world war m then than with SALT 
talks. Why not have some talks if that is 
the risk? That is not even the risk. 

The Soviet Navy now has one diesel 
submarine, one diesel submarine in the 
Indian Ocean. That is all they have got. 
Big deal. We have got nuclear Russian 
submarines off the coast of America. 
Why do we not close down and go pray? 
What difference does it make? One diesel 
sub. Is that what we are building this 
base in Diego Garcia for? 

Let us give negotiations a try for a 
few months, put the ball in the Russians' 
court, put the burden on their back and 
say to the Soviet Union, "You talk peace 
all the time, you talk about detente all 
the time, put up or shut up." 

Mr. President, it is distw·bing that they 
are building at Berbera. It is rather 
primitive. The able and distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma will give us a 
firsthand account. There has never been 
any doubt in terms of the character of 
those potential capabilities. We do know 
that the Somalian Government has ex
tended naval visitation invitations for
mally to the U.s. Government. Let us 
take them up on it. Let that U.S. Navy 
:fleet steam into Berbera. If we are talking 
about political perceptions of the littoral 
area States, let them take a look at the 
U.S.S. Enterprise, the nuclear carrier, 
and then compare any silly thing the 
Soviet fleet can finally float down there. 
Let them compare that, if we want to 

show the :flag, if we want to muscle uP 
for the boys when we go into port. 

We have plenty of opportunities to do 
that. 

I think, Mr. President, we should not 
only exhaust our diplomatic initiatives; 
we should exhaust our economic initia
tives. Here is Somalia, one of the seven 
poorest countries in the world, with $70 
per year per capita income. We cut them 
off from foreign aid. We cut them off in 
1971. Do the Senators know why? Be
cause those poor, pathetic people hap
pened to have a permitted registry of 
foreign ships, under a contract nego
tiated with an earlier government, which 
made runs to Cuba and North Vietnam. 
We cut them off and let those people 
starve. 

Somalia went to every country in the 
Western world. They went to America, 
to Great Britain, to Italy, and they said, 
"Give us some help." Nobody would help 
them. So they got a phone call one day 
and it was Mr. Khrushchev. He said, 
"Come to Moscow. We will help you." 
They have been providing economic and 
military assistance to them ever since. 

But as Mr. BARTLETT can personally 
attest, they have 3 million people and 
one-half million of them are in danger 
of starving to death. They have 1 doctor 
for every 20,000 people. They want to 
have the American Navy come and visit: 
they want to make Berbera an interna
tional port. We are the ones who will 
force that nation into the Soviet bloc 
with our pigheadedness. We are the ones 
who will guarantee that. They are yearn
ing for assistance from the West. They 
are yearning to get back in better shape 
with their Moslem brothers in the Mid
dle East. 

That is another point. We are pouring 
arms into Iran and Saudi Arabia to build 
up their own forces in the Persian Gulf. 
They are having a meeting, Mr. Presi
dent, of the Persian Gulf States this 
fall. One of the matters at the top of the 
agenda is going to be a collective secu
rity agreement and a formal insistence 
that the superpowers get out of the In
dian Ocean. We already know that. Yet 
we persist in the 1nsane step of getting 
on this slippery slope just a little more. 

Mr. President, all I am saying is just 
take 6 months off. Make a serious shot at 
negotiations. Say to the Soviets, "Put up 
or shut up. We are prepared to build 
this base." I will be the one leading the 
fight to get it built. I do not think we 
will need additional help, but I will be 
here leading the fight to get it built, if 
the Soviet Union is going to act irre
sponsibly, not respecting the mutual 
self-interest we share in having a. naval 
arms limitation agreement for the In
dian Ocean. 

But, Mr. President, if we have learned 
anything out of Vietnam, I think it 
should be that we look before we leap, 
that we proceed with caution. We, as a 
matter of fact, have not even exercised 
the diplomatic option and we are called 
upon to respond in a cold war way which, 
Mr. President, in all respects I greatly 
fear will lead to the three-ocean Navy 
with all the additional cost of $5 
to $8 billion on the hard-put American 

taxpayer, with all the additional risk of 
confrontation on the high seas, and the 
prospects and probability that there will 
soon follow an escalation into a more 
serious and potentially disastrous conse
quence for all mankind. 

Finally, Mr. President, if we proceed 
in arrogant disregard of the opinion of 
all the littoral states including some of 
our finest, greatest, and most historic 
supporters in the region, then, Mr. Pres
ident, I am afraid the answer is we have 
not learned much, if anything at all, 
from Vietnam. We are responding to the 
tragic misadventure n.nd trauma of Viet
nam in a way which shows we did not 
learn anything but are only hellbent in 
our madness to reassert our machismo 
in a reckless fashion which will not serve 
the long-term interests of America's true 
national security or the prospects of 
world peace. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I 
would say to the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa that that was a lengthy ques
tion and it will take a little time to 
answer. 

I would first like to say that the letter 
that I read, which stimulated the dis
tinguished Senator from Iowa to ex
pound at length on Diego Garcia and 
other matters, makes it very clear 
that the administration is interested 
and has been studying the matter of 
negotiations; that they are interested, 
certainly, and should be, in protecting 
the secwity interests of this Nation in 
the Indian Ocean and believe that that 
can best be done with a modest expan
sion of Diego Garcia. 

The Secretary says: 
... [W]e would be prepared in these clr· 

cumstances to explore the possible methods 
of limitations, which we have been studying 
within the Government, bearing in mind the 
need to guard against the imbalance 1n the 
area which would adversely affect our secu
rity interests. 

The distinguished Senator from Iowa 
mentioned that foreign policy is dictated 
by the military in this country. I would 
like to bring to his attention that 
there have been several efforts already, 
discussions, hearings, and debate on this 
floor on the authorization bill for Diego 
Garcia and on the bill to provide appro
priations. Then there has been the cer
tification process by the President with 
the debate pending today and the resolu
tion by the distinguished majority leader. 
So I think we can see that the Congress 
is playing a very large role in formulat
ing the policy that we will be following 
in the future in the Indian Ocean. 

The distinguished Senator mentioned 
that the Soviets have one attack subma
rine, a diesel submarine. His intelligence 
must be different from mine because the 
intelligence available to the committee 
points out that in addition to 1 attack 
submarine there are 4 major surface 
combatants, 2 amphibious ships, 2 mine 
sweepers, 6 logistics ships, and one intel
ligence collector, for a total of 16 cur
rently dispatched in the Indian Ocean. 

The distinguished Senator mentioned 
on several occasions the three-ocean 
navY. I think this figure of speech is a 
matter of semantics to some extent. I 
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think what he is really talking about is 
numbers of ships. It could very well be 
that the future requirements that this 
Nation envisions for its best interests in 
the Indian Ocean would require addi 4 

t.ional ships. 
Certainly, all indications today are 

tl at Soviets are continuing to increase 
their number in this vital area of the 
world. 

The distinguished Senator knows, and 
the majority leader who also mentioned 
this point knows, that expanding Diego 
Garcia does not, in itself, increase the 
number of ships that will be deployed on 
a deployment basis or permanently in 
the Indian Ocean. 

Mr. President, the clistinguished Sena4 

tor from Iowa made a very impassioned 
plea that we permit just 6 months, just 
another extension of delay, in order to 
give us the opportunity for arms reduc
tion negotiations with the Soviets. 0 

I am very surprised that he makes this 
point so strongly, because delay in itself 
would force the United States to nego
tiate from weakness rather than from a 
position of parity or near parity. This 
delay that the Senator is recommending 
could possibly be looked upon by the 
little nations of the Indian Ocean as a 
sign of weakness, or even of lack of 
interest on the part of this country. That 
would certainly encow·age the little na
tions to tie their stars to the Soviets 
1·ather than to the Western nations, and 
I think that this could be the reason 
that those countries are unwilling to 
speak out in public as they do in private 
to express just how they do feel abo:1t 
the presence of the United States in the 
Indian Ocean with an expansion of Diego 
Garcia. 

What the Senator is suggesting is add
ing to the already 1 year of delay of the 
modest expansion of Diego Garcia, while 
the Soviets continue to expand their 
facilities, as they have in the past. 

Such a delay is to the advantage of the 
Russians and to the disadvantage of this 
country. This delay would require the 
United States to unilaterally refrain 
from increasing its narrow capability 
in the Indian Ocean, the Senator says, 
for 6 months. He does not know how 
long the negotiations would take. It 
obviously would be much longer than 
that, but he wants us to refrain from 
increasing the military capability of this 
country in the Indian Ocean while the 
Soviets continue to expand their facili
ties for several years, at least. 

I point out to the Senator that this 
would be another victory for the Soviets 
along with the Greece-Turkey contro
versy, which certainly has had some im
petus from the Congress, and which of 
course is weakening the eastern end of 
NATO, like the opening of the Suez 
Canal, the expulsion of U.S. forces from 
Turkey, and the withdrawal of U.S. forces 
from Southeast Asia. Though balanced 
force limitation would increase stability 
in the region and reduce the danger of 
conflict, arms control in itself is not use
ful for secw·ity unless the capabilities 
of all parties are correspondingly di
minished. 

0 

I would like to point out that agree
ment with the Soviets on mutual arms 

restraint would be a very lengthy process, 
and would require a lot of time. It would 
be a mistake to undertake an initiative 
with the Soviets while the Diego Garcia 
matter is still pending congressional ap
proval. It could possibly leave the mis
taken impression that we would be will
ing to sacrifice Diego Garcia in the event 
of an arms limitation agreement. 

Any arms control agreement will re
quire land-based aircraft for verification. 
Diego Garcia has already been invaluable 
for surveillance of Soviet activities. 

Only after Diego Garcia construction 
is under way should we consider any 
arms control negotiations With the So
viets in the Indian Ocean area-at least 
this is my opinion-and only after we 
have developed a technically feasible 
arms control approach. 

The United States cannot be placed in 
a position where dilatory Soviet nego
tiating procedures could deprive us of 
badly needed facilities on Diego Garcia, 
at a time when our vital and legitimate 
interests could soon be jeopardized, and 
I think this is what the Senator from 
Iowa is advocating. 

Even if we were to assume the Soviets 
would act in good faith, the very difficult 
and technical negotiations would likely 
be protracted. 

The President cannot accept any ne
gotiation requiring either a link between 
Diego Garcia and arms control or a re
quirement that we proceed to talk to the 
Soviet Union on this question. 

We are, of course, carefully studying 
the possibilities for arms control meas
ures in the Indian Ocean, and will con"! 
sider a Soviet approach on its merits 
should they approach us. There are many 
special difficulties in developing work
able arms control measures for the In
dian Ocean, and the United States is 
actively working to see if solutions can 
be found. 

Multiple asymmetries between the 
n::wal needs and structures of the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. create very seri
ous negotiation difficulties. The fact 1s 
that the United States and its Western 
European allies have an especially vital 
interest in assuring that sea lanes of 
communication to the Persian Gulf oil 
supply are kept open. The Soviets do not 
have an equal problem of communica
tion, of keeping open sea lanes of com
munication, for their oil supplies. 

Any agreement limiting United States 
and Soviet deployment must also take 
into account the large and growing mili
tary forces of a number of littoral states. 
Unconstrained, these forces might be
come a major source of instability in a 
generally unstable region. 

When considering "nuclear free zones, 
zones of peace, and mutual withdrawal 
of naval forces" proposals, it is apparent 
that the Soviets do not have a realistic 
quid pro quo to offer. In any agreement 
which merely limits the forces deployed 
to a particular region, as Indian Ocean 
limitations would do, rather than the to
tal inventories of both sides, as SALT 
does, for example. we must pay particular 
attention to the relative capabilities of 
each side to bring in forces from outside 
the region in the event the agreement 
breaks down. Soviet geographical advan-

tages result from proximity of land
based aircraft and Black Sea naval 
forces-with the June 5 reopening of the 
Suez. 

There are many technical difficulties 
such as measurement difficulties-ship 
days . versus ships versus tonnage; 
~uest10ns about what kinds of forces are 
mcluded; for example, submarines mine
sweepers, auxiliaries, trawlers; qu~stions 
about the role of land-based airpower in 
~e naval balance; problems about treat
mg forces outside the region versus 
forces ~.the Indian Ocean itself; prob
lems ansmg from the existence of other 
forces in the region belonging to littoral 
states as .well as other otuside powers. 

So I think the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa should know that what he is 
suggesting is a very complicated series 
of negotiations that would take many 
years to culminate, and without any 
assurances of success. 

Mr. President, I would like to com
ment at this point on the tlip that we 
took to Somalia, Barbera, and Mogadis
cio. This was authorized by the Commit
tee on Appropriations and also the 
Armed Services Committee. There was 
a group of experts, so that the conclu
sions that I have reached in the recent 
report that was released last week are 
my own, but based on the expertise of 
many others and the ohservations of the 
entire team which spent 6 hours jn 
Barbera. 

F'irst, the obvious conclusion to us, as 
we saw the situation at Berbera, was 
that the facilities have significant mili
tary potential, and second, that the 
Soviets_ control or at least have access to 
all facilities at Berbera. 

The facilities at Berbera ~are still un
dergoing expansion, and the total scope 
of the effort planned cannot be accu
rately determined. However, I shall out
line the capabilities of the observed and 
analyzed facilities. 
0 I would comment on the statements 
made by the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa, as well as the distinguished ma
jority leader, because in both instances 
they downgraded, in comparison, the fa
cilities at Berbera which the Soviets con
trol and have access to, compared to the 
planned modest expansion of facilities 
at Diego Garcia. 

At the present time, the harbor at 
Berbera has depths of 50 to 60 feet, 
whereas at Diego Garcia, inside the atoll, 
it would be necessary to dredge in order 
to create a good harbor area for a task 
force of six ships. 

Berbera at the present time has ample 
depth and ample space for a large task 
force, much larger than that contem
plated at Diego Garcia. There is also 
adequate berthing space, material han
dling of equipment, storage space, and 
access roads to enable the port facility 
to serve a naval task force which it does 
do. 

The communications facility is a long
l'ange, high-powered facility capable of 
very long transmissions and 1·eceptions 
completely under the control o,f the So
Viets. 

Incidentally, just to show the interest 
of the Soviets in those transmission fa
cilities, when we approached the gate 
from some 100 feet away the Somalian 
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guards dl·ew their rifles on us in the lead 
car and then later on one particular in
dividual who walked up to the gate to see 
if he could gain entry. 

The same thing happened at the other 
facility, the receiver facility. 

As to the missile handling and storage 
facility, the Senator from Iowa said that 
this is just a Styx missile facility. There 
have been Styx missile crates seen there, 
and there were some small dollies also 
seen which would be for handling mis
siles, probably bigger than the Styx. But 
there is a great capability there with a 
25-ton crane and a capability to handle 
any of the missiles that the Soviet Navy 
would be using in surface to surface or 
any air to surface missiles that would be 
used by the Air Force. It is capable, ac
cording to the experts, of handling any 
missiles that the Soviet Union has for its 
Navy. 

It is also apparent that the Somalians 
have no use for this facility. They do 
not now have even the ships to fire the 
Styx missile, although they say that they 
'\\ill have them soon. Their officers had no 
knowledge of and could not respond to 
routine questions, that were asked of 
them about the facility. 

The airport facility, of course, is un
der construction at Berbera but will be 
in the neighborhood of 13,000 to 14,000 
feet long. The planned airport at Diego 
Garcia is for 12,000 feet. Certainly they 
would be comparable when completed. 
However, the length of the one at Ber
bera, is under construction, whereas, the 
one at Diego Garcia is only planned as an 
extension of the current 8,000-foot run
way. 

A number of outbuildings are under 
construction, and it is impossible to tell 
just how they would be used, but there 
were other prefabricated structural 
members in a storage area that also were 
designated for additional buildings at the 
airport facility. There is much construc
tion going on, including housing, a new 
water supply, and other buildings that 
they identified as a hospital, which obvi
ously was not a hospital because of its 
very strong and unique construction. 

So the Soviets are there in large num
bers, estimated at 1,500, compared to an 
estimated 600 that would be at Diego 
Garcia if this expansion is approved. 

The fuel storage facility at Berbera is 
being expanded from 40,000 to 170,000 
barrels. I know that the distinguished 
majority leader was advised by his staff 
member that there are no bunkering 
facilities available at the present time at 
Berbera. We were advised of this by the 
Somalians. But it does not make any 
sense to accept this fact as the facts in 
the case and as the gospel truth because 
they also said that the expansion of the 
bunkering facilities is for the purpose of 
ena-bling the Berbera port facility to en
gage in trade and business with the open
ing of the Suez Canal with the commer
cial fleets. So if this is the case, they 
certainly are willing to use the bunkering 
facilities. 

Also, the Soviet Navy does make a great 
use of oilers In bunkering their ships and 
have, on many occasions, had the oilers 
tied up in the harbor filling their ships 

as well as filling the storage facilities. 
The storage facilities will also provide 
gasoline jet fuel for the airport. There is 
a pipeline under construction from the 
POL facility to the airport and also to 
the significant missile facility. 

So I think that the distinguished Sen
ator from Montana and the distinguished 
Senator from Iowa are being misled if 
they are of the opinion that this is not a 
significant naval facility and air facility 
that the Russians control and to which 
they have access. I am advised that as a 
naval facility it exceeds any other facility 
to which the Soviets have access, includ
ing Cuba, outside of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes, I will be glad to 
yield on the Senator's time. 

Mr. PASTORE. I was wondering if the 
Senator is in opposition to the resolution? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Would the Senator 
like to obtain time from the distinguished 
majority leader? 

Mr. PASTORE. About what? 
Mr. BARTLETT. I just asked if the 

Senator would like to obtain time. 
Mr. PASTORE. I may be on the Sen

ator's side for all I know. From whom 
am I going to a.sk for time? I am asking a 
question. If it is a matter of time, I will 
just sit down. 

Mr. STENNIS. No. 
Mr. THURMOND. I will grant the dis

tinguished Senator time. 
Mr. PASTORE. Now everyone wants to 

grant me time. 
The question I ask is this: My mind is 

open on this. I have not made up my 
mind, but a lot of questions have been 
raised by the distinguished majority 
leader, the Senator from Iowa, my own 
colleague, and the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri. 

Essentially, why do we have to be in the 
Indian Ocean? Will the Senator tell me 
the answer to that question? Why do we 
have to be there? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I will be glad to. 
Mr. STENNIS. I will answer. 
Mr. PASTORE. I do not care who an

swers the question. I do not care. I want 
to make my mind up what the right 
thing is. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I think the answer 
to that is a very long-winded answer. -

Mr. PASTORE. Do not get winded or 
make it long. 

Mr. BARTLETT. It requires an effort 
to evaluate the proper role of this Nation. 

But certainly I think the area of the 
Indian Ocean is an unstable area and 
it butts right up to the Mideast. There 
is not only the oil supply routes that fiow 
out of the Gulf of Suez and into the In
dian Ocean, but also the production sites 
of oil in the Middle East. 

Another reason for our interest is that 
the Navy by its very nature is a great 
ambassador for this country and has 
been on many occasions. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is it to keep the sea 
lanes open? 

Mr. BARTLETT. It is to keep the sea 
lanes open. It is a protective area. If 
the Senator would just let me, I will 
cover a few other points. 

Mr. PASTORE. Yes. 
Mr. BARTLETT. Certainly this facil-

ity is for contingency purposes. It is in 
support of our friends. We want to see 
the Indian Ocean remain a stable 
region and not dominated by one outside 
power. 

I mention just a few things about the 
fact that naval power is ideal for bal
ance. It is historically acceptable and 
tends to be flexible. It does not have 
the provocation of territorial military 
commitments. It is very valuable in 
times of disaster to our friends, and it 
provides local self -sufficiency in needs 
of defense. It is a visible sign of interest. 
It can deter harassment and blackmail. 
It can maintain existing rights and fa
cilities that the United States has: It is 
a safe means of evacuating civilians, 
commands respect of our enemies, and 
so on. 

Mr. PASTORE. May I inten-upt the 
Senator for just a moment? 

I am a member of the Subcommittee 
on Defense Appropriations. Frankly, 
when the military came before om· 
committee-and this is an old chest
nut, this matter of Diego Garcia; this 
is not something that just came up 
last week-I was quite impressed when 
they made their presentation. But since 
then many questions have been asked, 
and many reasonable people are a little 
confused about this-why very reason
able people should be on one side and 
very reasonable people should be on the 
other side. 

I was told that this was strictly a 
refueling depot, an oil refueling depot. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. BARTLETT. This is a depot for 
bunkering naval ships for providing ad
ditional fuel for aircraft, for surveillance 
by aircraft. It also would have a dredged 
outharbor area accommodating a six
ship task force, and it would have other 
facilities. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator said this 
is a sensitive part of the world, and h1-
deed it is. I think many other places are, 
also. But why are all the countries in the 
perimeter surrounding the Indian Ocean 
against our presence there? Why is that 
so, if we are there to keep peace? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I think that one very 
good reason is that they are afraid of the 
Soviet presence; they are afraid to ex
press themselves as they really feel. They 
wonder whether or not our delays are a 
matter of indecision or lack of interest 
or whether we really are committed to a 
presence there. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Has the Senator fin
ished? 

I will yield to the Senator in a moment, 
but first I want to wind up my comments 
on Berbera. 

The Berbera location is extremely 
valuable. As the Senator knows better 
than I, it is right on the trade routes go
ing through the Suez and coming out of 
the Persian Gulf. It is also right across 
from Aden, where the Soviets have a 
very significant facility, with access to 
both naval and air facilities. 

Another point I should like to make. 
which is an area that was mentioned by 
the Senator from Iowa, is that the Gov
ernment of Somalia says that they would 
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like to improve relations with the United 
States. I believe that we very definitely 
should evaluate this; but as soon as we 
do-and I am sw·e we will-it is then 
going to be up to them to take some steps 
in the direction of friendly relations or 
parity relations with us, because they 
certainly have gone all out to permit the 
Soviets to have a very significant mili
tary facility or series of facilities in the 
Berbera area. 

I recommend that we proceed with the 
proposed expansion of Diego Garcia. I 
believe that this expansion is justified, 
notwithstanding the existence of a sig
nificant Soviet military capability at 
Berbera. The results of this trip greatly 
t·einforce the arguments in favor of this 
proposed expansion of Diego Garcia. I 
think the President is correct in certify
ing that it serves a great need to the 
United States in its overall int-erests in 
the Indian Ocean. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues 
will defeat the Mansfield resolution, and 
we will show the people of this Nation 
that we do have a concern for the over
all interests of the United States, wher
ever they exist. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me for a question, a 
genuine question? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. The Senator went to 

Berbera. He viewed a missile installation 
there, as to the size and capability. Much 
has been said here about the Styx mis
sile. With respect to the capacity and 
capability of the building that the Sen
ator saw, for possible future use, was it 
large enough to take care of ship-to
ground missiles? 

Mr. BARTLETT. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is versed 
in this field to a considerable degree. 
Was that his impression, based on the 
information he received then? 

Mr. BARTLETT. This was my impres
sion. Perhaps even more important, our 
missile expert said that this facility had 
much greater capability than that re
quired of the Styx missile. In fact, he 
said that the Styx missile can be dis
assembled without any elaborate equip
ment. But this facility does have a 25-
ton hoist. It has a clear span of 30 feet. 
It is a significant facility, capable of 
handling any missile the Soviet Navy 
has. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. What is the range 
of the Styx? 

Mr. STENNIS. It is a short range, in 
the neighborhood of 25 miles. 

Mr. BARTLETT. The missile storage 
and handling capability is far beyond 
the Styx missile. 

Mr. STENNIS. Is it large enough, in 
the Senator's opinion, to be used for 
submarine-launched missiles? I mean, to 
handle those missiles and care for them, 
keep them in shape, for use by sub
marines. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes. It has the capa
bility of handling submarine missiles. 

Mr. STENNIS. Did the Senator raise 
that point there with his experts? 

Mr. BARTLETr. I was given full as-

surance by our experts, on the trip and 
on return, that this facility has that 
capability. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. What is the defini
tion of "expert"? Who were the people 
involved? 

Mr. BARTLETT. This gentleman is an 
Air Force major who was provided to us. 

And who has adequate background in 
the area. He was bl"iefed particularly on 
this base from aerial photographs prior 
to ow· leaving. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. On whose 
time? I think my time is up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. How much time does 
the Senator want? 

Mr. CULVER. How much time might 
be available? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We have 76 minutes 
available, to be divided among 6 Sen
ators. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator. 
Mr. CULVER. I thank the distinguished 

majority leader. 
I ask the Senator from Oklahoma 

whether, in the entire course of the testi
mony on this issue or as a 1·esult of any 
of the briefings he has had, he has been 
advised that the present missile capabil
ity or potential capability of the facility 
at Berbera, even if expanded, would re
sult in a Soviet-controlled capability that 
would affect the tactical or strategic bal
ance of the Indian Ocean region, given 
the current disposition of forces. Has the 
Senator been told that by any source? 

Mr. BARTLETT. No, I have not been 
told that. Let me say that that does not 
mean it is not correct. 

Mr. CULVER. It is my understanding, 
from all the testimony we have had, that 
in no way has it been implied by the 
Department of Defense or any other wit
ness that, even given the worst case 
scenario of Soviet capability in Be1·bera, 
in the use of this facility, it is going to 
have that kind of potential impact. 

As a matter of fact, the Soviet ship-to
ship missiles do not exceed a 40- or 50-
mile range, anyway, as the chairman 
mentioned. The Soviets do have some 
submarines that carry four antiship 
cruise missiles of 250- to 500-mile range. 
The hooker is that these missiles require 
a plane near the target for final guid
ance. In short, there is no real offensive 
power there. 

The French NaVY already has the 
Exocet missile, with a 20-nautical-mile 
range, and that is in the French fleet, 
which equals the Soviet presence now. 

The Senator from Rhode Island is 
properly concerned about the adequacy 
of American strength in the region vis-a
vis this proposed threat. Take the U.S.S. 
Enterprise alone, which has been steam
ing around over there this year. As a 
matter of fact, I say to the Senator fmm 
Rhode Island, ever since 1973 we have 

spent approximately 4 to 6 months a year 
over there with carrier task force gt·oups. 
Take an American aircraft carrier, with 
all the firepower on it, and put it in, and 
as I mentioned earlier, it is like putting 
a 400-pound man in a washtub. There 
is no other power on Earth that can 
match our aircraft carriers. We have 13 
of them. 

What do we have on the U.S.S. Enter
prise, for example? We talk about the 
Styx missile craze. That Styx missile has 
been given to 13 countries all over the 
globe. In one room in this place, we are 
talking about the fear of the Styx mis
sile; we are holding hearings next door 
about the most sophisticated antimissile 
missile stuff going into the Middle East. 
By the droves, we are hawking that stuff. 

Back to the U.S.S. Enterprise. The 
U.S.S. Enterp1·ise alone carries 12 A-6 
planes, each of which has a 750-mile 
radius and can deliver 7.5 tons of ord
nance on each one of those planes off the 
Enterprise alone. 

In addition, we have 24 A-7's on the 
Enterprise, with a 700-mile radius and a 
7.5-ton capacity on each plane. 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield? 
I have asked some very simple questions, 
if I could only get them answered in the 
RECORD. The trouble here is that the time 
is being devoured by those who are for 
it and those who are against it, people 
who have made up their minds. There are 
a lot of people in the Senate who have 
not made up their minds. We would like 
to have the answers to the quest:ons. We 
do not get them. 

The question I should like to have 
answered is this: Do we have to be in 
the Indian Ocean at all? 

Mr. CULVER. I think we have to be 
in the Indian Ocean to the extent that 
we, in ow· national interest, have to 
maintain a global presence. I think it is 
consistent with the law of the seas, with 
the right of access to all the oceans. 
How we are in the Indian Ocean and 
what form and shape that presence takes 
is what the debate today is all about. 

Mr. PASTORE. I understand. Before 
we get off on another tangent, my ques
tion is, if we have to be in the Indian 
Ocean, what is wrong with having a fuel 
depot for the escort ships that have to 
protect the Enterp1·ise, which is nuclear? 
What is wrong with it? 

Mr. CULVER. First of all, the thing 
I think is wrong with it is that Diego 
Garcia constitutes a permanent U.S. 
presence in the Indian Ocean. It is a 
perma.nent base presence which, in my 
judgment, is clearly not necessary in 
terms of our security interests. It is a 
matter of intervention. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's 5 minutes have eXPired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield another 
minute. 

Mr. CULVER. It is not essential to U.S. 
national secwity interests. 
If we go ahead with that base, we 

essentially have two concerns. One is that 
we are going ahead with that base in 
arrogant disregard of the e.xpressed and 
folLnal considered judgznent of every-
one of the 29 litt-oral area states, Includ
ing Australia. 
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Also, every year since 1971, the U.N. 
General Assembly has urged a zone of 
peace for the region. 

Finally, we are going ahead without 
even attempting the most feeble efforts 
at negotiating with the Soviet Union, on 
a bilateral basis, for a mutually agreeable 
naval arms agreement in the region. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's additional time has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 1 additional 
minute. Then I shall have to parcel out 
the time to people who have been 
waiting. 

Mr. PASTORE. It is not a matter of 
who has been waiting all day. The ques
tion is that the people who have been 
talking on the subject have made up 
their minds, one way or the other. There 
are a lot of people around here who 
have not made up their minds at all. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. One minute to the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. CULVER. I say to Senator PASTORE 
that one other problem with going for
ward, in the judgment of some of us, is 
the very real danger that at the present 
time, where we have 36 ports, according 
to DOD, where the United States can 
refuel already in the littoral region, and 
where, in part, we were allowed to refuel 
even during the 1973 oil embargo itself, 
when we beefed up ow· presence in the 
Indian Ocean, we run the risk of many 
of those ports being closed down to us 
if we go ahead against their opinion. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY). 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the distinguished 
majority leader. 

Mr. President, the proposed expansion 
of naval facilities on Diego Garcia not 
only signals a new escalation of the de
fense budget but carries with it in my 
estimation, far-reaching implications 
for our long-range foreign policy goals. 

The $108 million required for the com
pletion of the facility is relatively small 
when compared with major weapons sys
tems and the overall military budget. 
However, it could well be but the open
ing wedge for the eventual expenditure 
of billions of dollars. 

The fact is that the expansion of the 
base on Diego Garcia cannot be justi
fied unless the Navy plans to station a 
carrier task force full-time in the region. 
This would give the Navy, which is 
scheduled to reduce from 15 to 12 car
riers, the perfect excuse to keep 15 car
riers. According to a Brookings Institu
tion report, the eventual deployment of 
an aircraft carrier task force in the In
dian Ocean would cost between $5 bil
lion and $8 billion in new ship construc
tion. In addition, taxpayers would be 
saddled for years to come with an an
nual increase in Navy operating costs of 
$800 million. 

Therefore, I think that, from just a 
dollars-and-cents point of view, it is 
imperative that the expansion of these 
facilities be absolutely justified before 
we embark on ·such a course. No one 
doubts that the expansion will indeed 
add to the capability of the NavY to op
erate in the Indian Ocean. 

But far too little consideration has 
been given to its impact on our foreign 

policy and to its tax implicatiol).S. The 
tactical advantages of such a step cannot 
be considered in a void. 

Do we really need this expanded base? 
Does the increased Soviet presence in the 
area require an immediate response of 
this magnitude? These questions cannot 
really be answered in the absence of any 
steps by our Government to avoid a 
naval arms race and a superpower con
frontation in the Indian Ocean. 

In its 1974 report on the military con
struction authorization bill, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee deferred 
funds for Diego Garcia until the ad
ministration could make a "full reevalu
ation'' of the matter, in the hope that 
this would include a "thorough explana
tion of the possibility of achieving with 
the Soviet Union mutual military re
straint without jeopardizing U.S. inter
ests in the area of the Indian Ocean." 

The conference report at that time 
merely called upon the President to 
advise the Congress that he had evalu
ated all military and foreign policy im
plications of the expansion and to advise 
the Congress in writing that the project 
is in the national interest. 

We asked the President to certify to 
Congress whether it is necessary, and 
the administration, in what I thought 
was a rather arrogant .. ,ttitude, in curt, 
two-sentence communication, advised 
Congress on May 12, 1975, that, yes, it 
is necessary. Somehow, Congress, which 
is supposed to have oversight responsibil
ity in this area, is expected to jump at 
those two sentences and go ahead. The 
President offered no analysis of his 
evaluation and offered no explanation of 
how the expanded base will enhance our 
defense posture or further our foreign 
policy goals. There was no attempt what
ever to bring Congress into the decision
making process on this issue in any 
meaningful way. Once again, the Con
gress is being asked to rubber stamp 
an administration proposal which can 
eventually have tremendous effect on the 
budget and which can signify a major 
shift in our foreign policy. 

Mr. President, the fact is that no 
meaningful efforts have been made by 
the administration to extend detente to 
the Indian Ocean. We have not raised 
the issue of arms restraint in the Indian 
Ocean with the Soviet Union since 1971. 
It is not a case where diplomacy has 
failed; it has not even been tried. The 
Congress and the American people have 
yet to learn what our foreign policy is 
that requires a costly military buildup 
in a relatively unmilitarized area of the 
world. 

We know that each year since 1971 
the United Nations General Assembly 
has urged that the Indian Ocean be 
made a "zone of peace." We know that 
none of the 29 nations bordering on the 
Indian Ocean has given public support 
for the expansion of our Diego Garcia 
base. Quite to the contrary, India, the 
nearest major power to the island, op
poses our building the base; and our 
closest allies in the area, Australia and 
New Zealand, have publicly expressed 
their opposition. 

Why, then, the haste to proceed with 
this expansion? Will our national secu-

rity be endangered if this matter is de
layed a few months or a year until we 
have explored all diplomatic prospects? 

Let us take a look at the map over 
there. It is the same kind of map that 
we have when the Pentagon comes be
fore the Armed Services Committee and 
asks for anything new. If we look at that 
map and look at the red stars which in
dicate where the Soviets have military 
installations, it would appear that they 
totally surround the United States. The 
same maps give the appearance that the 
United States has extremely few bases. 
Mr. President, why not just give up? We 
have all those Soviet red stars around 
surrounding us, and a couple of little 
U.S. blue stars to indicate that the 
United States is somehow valiantly 
holding on. 

Mr. President, it does not mention the 
fact that we now have over 3,000 mili
tary, naval, and air bases scattered 
throughout the world, and that does not 
include those in the United States. Of 
that number, 300 are classified as major 
installations. More than half a million 
American servicemen and servicewomen 
are stationed abroad including 60,000 
afloat with our fleets in all the seas of 
the world. How much more do we need? 

The maps certainly show a different 
picture than if the Pentagon provided 
maps showing where all ow· bases are 
and all our people are-land and air 
and sea-as compared to the Soviet 
Union. It would be an entirely differ
ent picture. 

As the leader of the free world we 
have a responsibility to use our power 
to maintain peace and stability. But we 
do not have a mandate to act as the 
world's policeman with a military base 
on every block, so to speak. 

No nation on the Indian Ocean littoral 
is threatened by aggression. For more 
than 30 years this area of the world has 
been relatively tranquil without benefit 
of huge superpower military bases. When 
Congress approved $5.4 million in 1970 
for an austere naval communications fa
cility on Diego Garcia, it was with the 
clear understanding from the adminis
tration that there were no plans for a 
larger base. 

Why, then, the rush to build a multi
purpose facility without a prior attempt 
to negotiate an arms free zone? Whose 
security is suddenly endangered? What 
changes have there been since 1971? Has 
the balance of power in the area changed 
to drastically as to warrant a headlong 
rush to commit billions of dollars with
out first pursuing all diplomatic routes 
available to us? Or did the administra
tion purposely hold back its plans at the 
time of the initial expenditures. 

Secretary of Defense Schlesinger has 
raised the specter of a new Soviet base 
at Berbera, Somalia, as a major reason 
for immediate action on our part in ex
panding the Diego Garcia base. While 
there is considerable evidence that the 
Soviets are building air and naval facili
ties at Berbera, there is no evidence to 
indicate that the strategic balance in the 
Indian Ocean is being upset by the pres
ent level of Soviet construction there. 
This construction will not make Berbet·a 
a major naval base. 
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From all 1·eports, the facilities there 

are simply not extensive enough to per
mit the Soviet Navy to conduct major 
operations or maintain a continuous 
presence in the Indian Ocean. Perhaps 
a major base is planned. We do not 
know. But the present expansion at Ber
bera only marginally increases the capa
bilities of the Soviet Navy and is not in
dicative that a major base will be built. 

The United States has, and will con
tinue to have. the capability of deploy
ing substantial naval forces in the In
dian Ocean. We twice sent carrier task 
forces into the Indian Ocean in 1971, and 
have sent others on a regular basis since 
1973. The administration has not pre
sented any facts to Congress to indicate 
that the tactical naval balance or the 
overall strategic balance in the Indian 
Ocean which now favors the United 
States and our allies has been seriously 
affected by the Soviet construction at 
Berbera. 

Mr. President, I grant that this con
struction signifies an increased Soviet 
interest in the Indian Ocean, and car
ries the disturbing possibility of future 
military expansion. However, I do not 
believe that this fact by itself is justifica
tion enough for our going forward at this 
time with military and naval expansion 
in the Indian Ocean. 

Essentially, \.re have two options open 
to us. We can, as the administration and 
the Pentagon have requested, match the 
Russians ship for ship and base for base 
in another never-ending vicious cycle of 
escalation. Or, before taking that mo
mentous step, we can seek negotiations 
with the Soviet Union on naval arms 
limitations in the Indian Ocean. We have 
nothing to lose and everything to gain 
by trying to maintain the peaceful status 
of that area of the world. If the Viet
nam debacle taught us anything, it 
taught us the need for caution and re
straint before committing our power. 

On our recent trip to the Soviet Union 
as part of the Senate delegation to the 
U.S.-U.S.S.R. Parliamentary Conference, 
Senator CULVER, Senator GARY W. HART, 
and I discussed this situation with sev
eral Soviet officials. We received indica
tions that their Government might be 
willing to negotiate a limitation of naval 
arms in the Indian Ocean. We relayed 
these impressions to the Secretary of 
State urging that he further explore 
the possibility of such negotiations. 

To forgo diplomatic initiatives until 
after we are already on a path of costly 
competitive military escalation in the 
area might be to lose the opportunity 
which exists today for a real test of de
tente. In order to provide an opportu
nity for such negotiations, I strongly sup
port the resolution of the distinguished 
majority leader, Senator MANSFIELD, to 
postpone for this year further expansion 
of the Diego Garcia facilities. 

Mr. President, no one denies that the 
United States has vital interests in the 
Indian Ocean. However, those interests 
can best be served by our making every 
effort to make the area a "zone of peace.'' 
Should the attempt to do so fail, weal
ways have the option of proceeding with 
the expansion at Diego Garcia and with 

whatever else might be necessary. But, it 
is not necessary at this time. 

A lesser, but often repeated, rationale 
for this project is the argument that it is 
important to the United States and the 
industrialized free world to keep 'the sea 
lanes in the area open and unfettered 
and that, somehow, an expanded Diego 
Garcia base would enable us to do so. 

The 7th Fleet was present in the 
Indian Ocean dw·ing the oil embargo in 
the fall of 1973, and failed to alter the 
cow·se of events. As the proposed expan
sion on Diego Garcia would only in
crease the length of time the U.S. Navy 
could remain on station in the Indian 
Ocean, it is unclear to me how that ex
pansion would give the Navy the ability 
to affect another Arab-initiated oil em
bargo, short of outright military action. 
I wonder, Mr. President, if that is what 
the administration is suggesting to us? 

Unthinkable as that might be, it would 
be the height of naivete to think that 
such action could be limited to a minor 
confiict or even to the Indian Ocean, 
much less that Diego Garcia would play 
much of a role, if any, in its eventual 
outcome. However, if the administration 
feels that the expansion at Diego Garcia 
is necessary to increase our capability to 
fight a major war in the Indian Ocean, 
then the Congress should be told now 
that this is just the first step in what 
would have to be a long and costly road 
toward a creation of a three-ocean Navy. 
It should not be unreasonable to ask for 
honesty from the administration in dis
cussion of its military policy. 

Mr. President, to proceed at this time 
would run counter to our best national 
interests. It would be an admission to the 
world of the failure of our foreign policy 
to solve international problems without 
resort to :flaunting our military might. It 
would trigger a serious escalation of the 
arms race. It would cost taxpayers bil
lions of dollars and weaken our ability 
to deal with pressing domestic problems. 
It would show our complete disregard for 
the views of the nations in that area of 
the world. 

In view of the risks and the poten
tially enormous costs, I strongly urge 
that the Diego Garcia expansion be de
layed until the administration has shown 
a serious attempt to negotiate an arms 
limitation in the area. Let us show the 
world that with all our immense power 
we can act with caution and restraint. 
If such efforts are unsuccessful, and they 
may well be, then the responsibility for 
any subsequent events will rest squarely 
on the Soviet Union. 

Mr. President. I grow very, very con
cerned that we are falling into a situa
tion where what Congress does might 
well be ignored. We might as well simply 
let the Pentagon decide each year what 
it wants. Perhaps we are at a point where 
instead of having a military budget or a 
military debate we should simply put 
into law that on July 1 of each year the 
Pentagon can take two tanks and several 
large trucks to the Treasury building and 
just load up with whatever it wants, be
cause it does not seem to make much 
sense what we do. We are still going to be 
faced with these kinds of charts which, I 

think, are terribly, terribly misleading 
and make no sense of what we are doing. 

Mr. President, we are the leaders of 
the free world, and especially now, with 
the post-Vietnam era, this puts a far, 
far greater responsibility on us than we 
ever had. I do not think we are carrying 
out that responsibility by expanding mil
itarily in the Indian Ocean without first 
trying to negotiate a peaceful zone in 
that huge area. 

I thank the distinguished majority 
leader for yielding to me, and I yield back 
my time. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

yield to the Senator from Rhode Island 
and then, on his own time, I yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
Wn.LIAM L. SCOTT). 

Mr. PELL. I thank the majority leader. 
:Mr. President, it is dimcult to add 

much that is new to the debate concern
ing Diego Garcia. For over a decade, the 
advocates of an American naval presence 
in the Indian Ocean have favored the 
development of this small coral island· 
for just as long, many Members of Con: 
gress and other individuals have joined 
in efforts to oppose this proposed expan
sion of American commitment abroad. 
Nevertheless, with this vote on Senator 
MANsFIELD's Senate Resolution 160, the 
debate has arrived at a crucial turning 
point, thus requiring my making some 
additional comments. 

Supporters of the efforts to expand the 
U.S. naval facilities on Diego Garcia 
emphasize certain factors. They correct
ly point out that American dependence 
upon oil resources in the Middle East 
and Persian Gulf is growing, while the 
dependence of our allies in Western Eu
rope and Japan on these supplies is al
ready great. In addition, it has been 
shown that the Soviet Union, facilitated 
by the opening of the Suez Canal and 
new privileges in Somalia's port of Ber
bera, has steadily increased its naval 
presence in the Indian Ocean. Asserting 
that an enlarged American naval pres
ence is required to protect these vital 
economic interests and balance the Soviet 
naval activity, these individuals are ad
vocating the expansion of naval facili
ties on Diego Garcia to improve the 
United States position in the area. 

Where I find myself in disagreement 
with advocates of the Diego Garcia proj
ect is not so much with their observa
tions as with their conclusions. While it 
is evident that the United States is and 
will be increasingly dependent upon im
ported sources of oil, it is not clear how 
an expanded naval presence in the In
dian Ocean will serve to alleviate this 
problem. 

Manipulation of oil supplies and prices 
has occurred at the wellhead by the local 
producers exercising their political and 
economic powers. The threat to the oil 
trade is not coming from the interdiction 
of tankers by the Soviet Union or anyone 
else; as a result, the solution to the oil 
problem lies not in the deployment of 
additional naval force, but rather in a 
sound program of domestic conservation 
coupled with the development of both 
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new sources of oil and alternative forms 
of energy. 

Much space has been allotted by the 
media recently to the Soviet presence in 
the Indian Ocean, and specifically to 
their status in the Somali port of Ber
bera. The logic often expressed in that 
since the Soviets now have a facility in 
the area the United States must have one 
as well. But this line of thinking is over
simplified and tends to distort the situa
tion. Not only does the United States al
l"eady enjoy the use of facilities at Bah
rein, Subic Bay, Philippines, and else
where around the region, but it is often 
forgotten that Somalia has offered the 
United States facilities similar to those 
provided the Soviet Union at Berbera. 

In addition, it is necessary to consider 
the geographical proximity of the Indian 
Ocean to the Soviet Union. When one 
1recalls the major importance of this 
ocean to the Soviet economy, a Soviet 
naval presence in the area-even one 
larger than the American presence-ap
pears both understandable and justified. 
The Indian Ocean is to the Soviets what 
the Panama Canal and the Caribbean 
Sea are to the United States-the body 
of water through which ships move be
tween the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. 

There are other factors which also 
contribute to the conclusion that it is 
not in the national interest to go ahead 
with the Diego Garcia proposal. While 
the cost of this particular project re
mains relatively modest, the estimated 
cost of a major Indian Ocean naval 
presence is staggering. Diego Garcia is 
but the wedge of a commitment that will 
lead to an expansion of our Navy from 
its present 12-carrier format to a 15-
carrier format. According to an estimate 
provided by the Brookings Institution, 
the price tag attached to making the 
United States a 3-ocean navy will entail 
acquisition costs of $5 to $8 billion, and 
annual operating costs of $0.8 billion. 

In addition, possible costs go beyond 
the realm of economics, as it is all too 
likely that the Indian Ocean will become 
the scene of yet another destabilizing 
arms race between the two great powers. 
The avoidance of such a competition 
would not only save the United States 
considerable money, and perhaps prevent 
a needless confrontation with the Soviet 
Union, but would also be welcomed by 
the littoral states of the region who have 
been virtually unanimous in voicing op
position to the growing presence of out
side parties. 

·In its vote today, the Senate is con
sidering more than the immediate pros
pect of expanding the facility on the 
Island of Diego Garcia. Also being deter
mined is the course of American foreign 
policy in a part of the world where the 
United States has traditionally main
tained a low profile without having sacri
ficed any vital interests. Future decisions 
regarding the American presence in this 
area will inevitably be based upon the 
"commitment" established by going 
ahead with this proposal. Rather than 
approving Diego Garcia and initiating a 
new and potentially major commitment 
in the Indian Ocean at this time, the 
United States would do far better to 
postpone any such decision and instead 

seek an agreement with the Soviet Union 
limiting the deployment of military force 
in the area while the opportunity still 
exists. 

Today's vote bears added significance 
as well. Not only will the Senate's deci
sion affect the future course of American 
foreign policy in the Indian Ocean, but 
it will provide a general indication of 
the future direction of American foreign 
policy after the experience in Indochina. 
For too long the United States has been 
indiscriminate in its commitments, while 
at the same time overemphasizing the 
military dimension of foreign policy. The 
United States cannot afford simply to 
react to alleged Soviet intentions, nor 
can it continue to base its foreign policy 
on the premise that expanded military 
commitment provides the best means of 
safeguarding national interests. By sup
porting the Mansfield amendment, and 
opposing the Diego Garcia expansion, the 
Senate will demonstrate that it has 
learned from past errors and is prepared 
to direct American foreign policy on a 
more sensible course in the future. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Robert Hunter be per
mitted the privilege of the floor during 
the present debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAX
ALT). Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Virginia is recog
nized. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
Kathryn Newman, a member of my staff, 
be granted the privilege of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. President, I have listened to the 
discussion between various members of 
the Armed Services Committee and the 
other senators, and particularly, there
port given by my friend and colleague 
from Oklahoma (Mr. BARTLETT) with re
gard to his tt1p to Somalia. 

There is no doubt in my mind that the 
Soviet Union is using, or intends to use, 
Somalia as a base of operations, and I 
know this area includes the path that 
will be taken by tankers which will be 
bringing oil from the Middle East to oil 
consuming nations throughout the world. 
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, General Brown, in testimony be
fore the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee l;las said that 75 percent of West
ern Eut·ope's oil requirements and 85 per
cent of Japan's requirements must be 
imported from the Middle East. Yet we 
have tentatively agreed to construct fa
cilities on British islands at our expense 
with joint decisions in case of any con
troversy regarding our use of the base. I 
also understand that France has terri
tory within this area and a sizable naval 
force which may even exceed the Russian 
presence. Mainland Australia and anum
ber of Australian Islands are in the gen
eral area. 

It seems odd to me that only a few 
weeks ago Britain announced that it 
planned to quit using the South African 
naval base at Simonstown, just 30 miles 
from Capetown. I am told this is the 
best equipped base between the Persian 

Gulf and Norfolk, Va., in the United 
States. It also seems odd that we have 
not used this base since 1967. Yet, we 
plan to spend approximately $38 million 
as the initial cost of the Diego Garcia 
base. 

Experience teaches us, moreover, that 
once we start a project of this natut·e, 
there is a tendency to expand its usage, 
its capabilities, and its cost and, I con
tinue to be concerned about the United 
States bearing a disproportionate share 
of the responsibilities and costs within 
the free world. 

. It is my understanding that we have 
docking privileges in the Persian Gulf 
at Bahrain and although it has limited 
facilities, a command flagship is home
ported there, as well as destroyers at this 
base. More importantly, however, is that 
vessels going to and from Ew·ope or the 
American continent would move around 
the Cape of Good Hope past the naval 
facility in South Africa. I know, Mr. 
President, that we do not approve of the 
racial policies of South Africa, and I 
have no brief at all for any apartheid 
program separating races within a given 
nation from one another, but we attempt 
to have detente or to carry on friendly 
relations with the Soviet Union, with 
Red China, with other nations within 
the free world. Now, the activities of the 
Soviet Union are the cause for consider
ation of the establishment of a base in 
the Indian Ocean. We do not approve of 
either the internal policies of the Soviet 
Union or its efforts at world domination. 
Therefore, it seems that for us to fail to 
use an available base at Simonstown is 
inconsistent with our efforts to establish 
the best possible relations with the 
Soviet Union, and other Communist na
tions, regardless of what they do. 

It is interesting to note here that, ac
cording to the Library of Congress, the 
base at Simonstown is not segregated 
and discrimination would not be shown 
American naval personnel should they 
enter the base. 

It is said that we plan on normalizing 
relations with Cuba, we have been read
ing about that in the last few days. Yet, 
an Associated Press story yesterday indi
cated Fidel Castro said that the Portu
guese revolutionary movement can rely 
on the firmest support from Cuba; that 
they are brothers in the struggle against 
capitalism and fascism. We appear will
ing to seek normal relations with the 
Communist world regardless of its ac
tions but seem unwilling to use existing 
facilities of a friendly nation because of 
its internal policies. This looks like cut
ting off our nose to spite our face, to me. 

Mr. President, I regret having-to take 
a position different from the adminis
tration, different from a majority of my 
colleagues, but believe that this Diego 
Garcia matter is another indication that 
the United States is going it alone in an 
area of apparent importance to Western 
Europe, Japan, Australia and other oil 
consuming nations. We have a major 
naval base in the Philippines, use of a 
docking facility in the Persian Gulf, we 
have a friendly nation with a major base 
in South Africa, as well as a nuclear task 
force with ships that can operate up to 13 
years without refueling now in use or 
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under construction. When other nations 
are more dependent on Middle East oil 
than we are, why should they not pro
vide bases for use by the free world? 

There has been much talk of the inter
dependence of the free world nations and 
the fact that the United States can no 
longer be the policeman of the entire 
world and, yet, once again we apparently 
are going it alone in this matter without 
the aid of other free world nations. The 
United Kingdom, Australia and France 
have islands in the Indian Ocean and 
presumably their oil lifelines along with 
those of other free world nations could 
be cut by Soviet naval action in the In
dian Ocean. It might well be an act of 
war, but it could happen. If the Soviet 
naval threat in this area has increased 
as suggested, why is it that the United 
States alone must react to this threat? 
Are the European nations only willing to 
face a Communist threat in Europe while 
we face it anywhere it appears in the 
free world. Why is not Australia inter
ested enough to provide any necessary 
base on one of its islands in the area? 

We have an opportunity today to indi
cate to other nations that we will no 
longer be the solitary policeman for the 
free world. We have been at war or on 
the brink of war almost constantly for a 
generation. We have also thrown our eco
nomic resources around the world as if 
they were inexhaustible. 

Sharing our resources with almost 
every other nation, even those well able 
to care for themselves, may have caused 
nations able to help themselves and oth
ers to assume that the United States 
would take care of their needs and may 
have discouraged those nations from as
suming their reasonable share of respon
sibility. It could have the same affect on 
our military allies. In my opinion, we 
need to establish a new understanding, a 
new relationship, a relationship which 
says, "We will help, if you will do what 
you can. We will work with you but will 
not provide either military or economic 
assistance unless you are doing your best 
to help yourselves and cooperating with 
other nations of the free world." It is 
time to for us to think first about the 
welfare of our own country and then co
operate with others when it is in our 
national interest and they are willing to 
do their fair share to maintain peace 
and security within the family of nations. 

Mr. President, these are some of the 
reasons why I intend to support the reso
lution of the distinguished majority 
leader. I know pressure has been put on 
all of us but I would hope that Senators 
will carefully consider this matter on a 
nonpa~isan basis and vote in the best 
interests of the Nation. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 10 minutes 
to the distinguished Senator from Mis
souri, and then I would expect the other 
side to yield some of its time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Missouri is recognized. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Now that the Mansfield resolution, 
Senate Resolution 160, which would deny 
funds for the further expansion of the 
U.S. naval facility at Diego Garcia, is 
before the Senate for a final congres
sional determination of the issue, I would 
make the following brief observations. 

May I say before doing so, this is 
where I came in on the ABM. We had the 
charts, we had the same people arguing 
for it, and we ended up by passing on a 
tie vote of 50 to 50 the amendment to 
cut it out. Since that time it has been 
scrapped, but not before it cost the 
American taxpayer over $10 billion. 

I commend the able Senator from Iowa 
for his presentation on this matter. As 
he talked I could remember the talks 
that were made on that particular sub
ject which was so costly to all our tax
payers. 

The premise of my position has to do 
with the importance, the equal impor
tance, of a sound economy and a sound 
dollar as part of our national security. 

By its own admission, Mr. President, 
the administration has made no serious 
effort to initiate discussions with the 
Soviet Union on the possibility of mutual 
arms restraint in the Indian Ocean. 

Last year, the Committee on Armed 
Services noted that the serious defense 
and foreign policy questions related to 
the administration's request for expand
ing the facility at Diego Garcia required 
further consideration, and urged the 
administration to make "a thorough ex
ploration of the possibility of achieving 
with the Soviet Union mutual military 
restraint without jeopardizing U.S. in
tersts in the Indian Ocean." 

This year, at the Armed Services Com
mittee hearing on Diego Garcia on 
June 10, the administration representa
tive was asked whether any effort had 
been made to initiate with the Soviet 
Union a discourse on the possibility of 
mutual arms restraint. His answer was, 
''No." 

Such lack of initiative would appear 
absolutely inexcusable. We can always 
build up militarily in the Indian Ocean, 
but the opportunity for negotiation, as we 
continue on the road downward from the 
standpoint of our monetary and fiscal 
problems, should not be bypassed. 

The nations in the Indian Ocean region 
have repeatedly urged adoption of the 
concept that this ocean should be the 
one ocean that could be called a zone 
of peace, and several resolutions to 
that effect have been passed in the 
United Nations. 

Yet the administration has opposed 
the establishment of such a peace zone 
in the Indian Ocean on grounds that it 
would restrict "freedom of the seas." 

Mr. President, may we have order? I 
have listened to other Senators and I 
would ask that we have order when I am 
speaking. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WILLIAM L. SCOTT). The Senator is en
titled to be heard. The Senators will 
please take their seats and cease con
versation. 

The Senator has asked for order. Let 
the Chair try to obtain it. 

The Senator may proceed. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Chair 

for his consideration. 
Many of you no doubt heard the Prime 

Minister of Australia on Meet the Press, 
one of our most noted media programs, 
when he stated that not only did Austra
lia oppose this development, but that 
there was not a single country on the 
Indian Ocean that supported it. I would 
have hoped that would have had some 
influence on the Armed Services Com
mittee and its distinguished chairman, 
especially as they did nothing whatever 
to follow the advice that the Senate 
Armed Services Committee report recom
mended be done from the standpoint of 
negotiation a year ago. 

President Ford himself stated in his 
letter to the Congress on May 23, 1975, 
justifying the Diego Garcia expansion, 
noted that the project: 

Has been criticized by a number of regional 
states which favor the concept of a. special 
legal regime limiting the presence of the 
great powers in the Indian Ocean, as ex
pressed in the several Indian Ocean Zone of 
Peace resolutions adopted by the United 
Nations General Assembly. 

The administration has opposed the 
establishment of such a peace zone in the 
Indian Ocean on grounds that it would 
restrict ''freedom of the seas." 

In the same letter, the President ob
served that U.S. policy has been to op
pose such measures because they "would 
constitute an unacceptable departure 
from customary international law con
cerning freedom of navigation on the 
high seas." 

Now, Mr. President, that really takes 
a lot of semantic interPretation to un
derstand why. We have built submarines 
that are costing $1,800,000 apiece, sub
marines that go 6,000 miles. We can 
have retrofitted Poseidon submarines 
that can also go 6,000 miles. 

It is a growing mystery to me why we 
have to extend all of our resources an 
over the world and at the same time 
have these tremendous ranges for our 
other weapons. 

This interpretation of American in
terest in freedom of the seas as preclud
ing negotiations to achieve a "zone of 
peace," or arms restraint, in the Indian 
Ocean is difficult indeed to understand. 
It seems almost unconscionable that 
our Nation would pass up the opportu
nity to try to prevent further naval com
petition in a faraway ocean under this 
pretext. 

It is true that the Soviet Union has 
gradually expanded its presence in the 
Indian Ocean, b'\lt this presence is very 
limited and provides no real military 
threat of any kind whatever to the 
United States and allied forces in the 
area which, collectively, possess greater 
strength than the Soviets and have ac
cess to a larger number of ports. 

When it first came up some 8 years 
ago, the discussion had to do with the 
importance of having this base in order 
to get our people out of Ethiopia, es
pecially Eritrea. 

Now, because of the development of 
the energy problem, the argument has 
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shifted to the importance of pr<>tecting 
oil in that part of the world. 

Actually, in this connection, the 
French alone have more combatant 
ships permanently deployed in the In
dian Ocean than either the Soviet Union 
or the United States. They also possess 
more port facilities. 

And when the United States brings a 
carrier task force into the area, the 
scales of power in the Indian Ocean tip 
heavily in favor of the United States. 

The administrati<>n has cited the de
velopment of a Soviet base at Berbera 
as a major reason for expanding our 
facility at Diego Garcia. But even with 
a new base at Berbera the Soviet posi
tion in the Indian Ocean is still mod
est; and in the absence of a significant 
new S<>viet threat in this Ocean, it 
would be not only a waste of money, but 
also a possible provocation for the 
United States to expand its presence at 
Diego Garcia. 

Mr. President, the longer I listen to 
some of these discussions going on, the 
more convinced I am that there are peo
ple who would not object to a direct con
frontation with the Soviet Union. May I 
say I hope, based on my limited experi
ence-! have been bombed a good many 
times-that that never happens, because 
this time it would not mean the loss of a 
few blocks in a city, but could well mean 
the end of civilization as we know it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I ask for 4 more 
minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield the Senator 
3 additional minutes. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. In this regard, con
sider CIA Director Colby's testimony in 
1974 that: 

Should the United States make a substan
tial increase in its naval presence in the 
Indian Ocean, a Soviet buildup, faster and 
larger .•• would be likely. 

It would appear that the prudent 
c.ourse for us to follow at this time, there
fore, would be to enter into negotiations 
with the Soviet Union and other powers 
involved in the Indian Ocean to prevent 
what could turn out to be a costly naval 
arms race. 

Considering that the administration 
has thus far not taken this initiative, 
passage of the Mansfield resolution, S. 
160, disapproving the Diego Garcia ex
pansion, might well help achieve such ne
gotiations and would certainly save the 
taxpayers of America billions of dollars 
in the long run at no expense to secu
rity. 

In summary, Mr. President, to all Sen
ators who desire to work for peace and a 
sound economy, I would respectfully urge 
them to vote for the Mansfield resolu
tion. 

Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield the distinguished Senator from 
Texas 5 minutes. if he is ready to speak. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President. inherent 
in the arguments of those who support 
the Mansfield amendment is the sug
gestion that if we will simply negotiate 
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from a position of weakness, we will be 
more likely to achieve agreement with 
the Soviet Union on a standdown of 
our respective presence in the Indian 
Ocean. 

I know of no time in history when we 
have been able to negotiate successfully 
with the great powers from a position of 
weakness. 

It seems to also be the suggestion that 
the United States may be in the role of 
provocateur, that by being in the Indian 
Ocean. we will accelerate the state of 
Soviet preparedness and capability in 
that area. Again, there is nothing in his
tory to suggest that this is a valid con
tention. 

They also suggest that the French have 
a sizable naval force in the Indian 
Ocean. Well, the French are to be com
mended for recognizing that they have a 
selfish interest in that area. When have 
we known, in recent years, the French 
to do anything for purely altruistic rea
sons? They do so because of perceptions 
of their national interest there. Whether 
those perceptions are right or wrong
and we can criticize French perceptions 
in terms oi their withdrawal from tne 
NATO command structure-Mr. Presi
dent, I do not think that we can rely on 
the French-and I mean this without 
disparagement to our good friends, our 
oldest allies, the French. I do not think 
we could rely on the French to look 
after the American national interests 
in that area. 

For 188 years that area of the world 
was policed by the British. The British 
historically, in maintenance of the "egg
and-spoon" doctrine, in their effort..s to 
control czarist Russia, did indeed act in 
effect as the world's policemen. They did 
so, not because of any visionary concept 
about some British moral obligation to 
the rest of the world, but because they 
followed the precept that trade follows 
the :flag. 

Mr. President, the British are with
drawing from that area of the world be
cause they simply do not have the eco
nomic strength to maintain the kind of 
military establishinent necessary to al
low them to assume even a fraction of 
the SC{)pe of worldwide responsibDlty 
that they assumed so ably for so many 
years. 

It is incumbent on us to recognize our 
national interest. Most of the oil that 
courses from the Persian Gulf area to 
the Western World comes down through 
the Indian Ocean, indeed, comes through 
the Mozambique Channel and around the 
cape. That is another thing that we had 
better be aware of: the fact that Mozam
bique, as it is freed by the Marxist regime 
in Portugal, will itself assume a Marxist 
configuration, and we can assume that 
American influence will be a nullity in 
that country and that Soviet influence 
will be dominant. 

There are maps there. Senators can 
look at the Mozambique Channel and see 
that that is the vital passage through 
which 70 percent of the oil to come from 
the Persian Gulf area flows in its journey 
around the cape and thence to the west. 

Mr. President, it is naive for us to as
sume that if we will just be good guys, 
the Soviets will reduce something. We are 

talking about the same Soviets that es
tablished the Berlin blockade shortly 
after World War II; the same Soviets 
that, while we were demobilizing our 
Armed Forces, were remobilizing re
habilitating their own; the same Soviets 
that swallowed up Eastern Europe in 
contravention to solemn agreements and 
pledges of free elections. We are talking 
about the same Soviets that established 
the Berlin Wall. We are talking about a 
Soviet Union that maintains a first
strike capability. We are talking about a 
Soviet Union that maintains a clandes
tine infrastructure in practically every 
country in the world, in efforts to sub
vert those countries politically. We are 
talking about a Soviet Union--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield the Senator 
5 more minutes. 

Mr. TOWER. The fact of the matter 
is that while they maintain these infra
structures, we do not. We do not have 
aggressive designs on the rest of the 
world. We seek only to maintain a cli
mate in this world in which people can 
aspire to self-determination and have 
some reasonable hope of realizing that 
aspiration. There has been no more ag
gressive and virulent imperialism in the 
history of the world than Soviet im
perialism. 

We are naive, if we think they are any 
more afraid of or concerned with a pre
emptive attack by the United States. My 
God. We could have fought a preemptive 
war against them when they established 
the Berlin blockade, in the first place, 
and wiped them off the face of the earth. 
Even later, during the period of the 
Korean war, when plainly they were sup
porting the aggressors, we could have 
fought a preemptive war and wiped them 
off the face of the earth. But we did not. 

Do not tell me that they have some 
fear that the United States now. in a 
period when we are barely militarily in 
parity with them, is going to mount some 
major military offensive against them. 
They are no more concerned about that 
than they are concerned about the re
surgence of German militarism or the 
resurgence of British colonialism. I am 
afraid detente has made us a. little 
euphoric. 

I support detente. I think that we 
should maintain a climate in which we 
can communicate with each other as ra
tional people and try to identify common 
interests consistent with our respective 
national perceptions of such. 

But we had better understand tha~ 
during the course of this period of de
tente. they continually improve upon 
their military capability and we carp and 
crab over the expenditure of money here 
in the Congress of the United States, 
about any expansion of our expenditure. 
We try to keep it at current levels. They 
keep going up, in terms of their per
centage of their budget and their gross 
national product, and in terms of real 
ruble value, of what they spend their 
money for. They continue to improve 
their military capability. 

What kind of fools are we? U we ~
sume that. if we will just do nothing. per
haps they will negotiate with us and 
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make the Indian Ocean a great neutral 
sea, a sea of peace. 

We worry about the views of the lit
toral nations. Since when are the Soviets 
ever worried about the views of other 
countries? Since when have they been 
concerned about the image they project 
among other nations of the world? 

There are those who think that, if we 
will simply unilaterally disarm the rest 
of the world, that will bring great moral 
pressure to bear on the Soviet Union to 
do the same. What dangerous baloney 
that is. 

Since when have the Soviets ever re
sponded to moral pressure? 

The only thing that they understand is 
strength, and the only way we can nego
tiate with them is from a position of 
strength. 

We intend to spend only a few million 
dollars to upgrade this facility that is 
already there. If it is such a provocation. 
then let us move everything we have in 
there out right now. It is there. We 
simply want to make it more usetul. 

The fact of the matter is there are 
going to be periodic American naval de
ployments into the Indian Ocean. 

We are damn fools if we do not deploy 
in there periodically. From the economic 
standpoint alone, we would be pennywise 
and pound-foolish if we did not enhance 
that facility there which will make it less 
expensive and less risky to achieve Amer
ican naval deployments in that area. 
· No one is going to look out after the 
vital interests of the United States and 
no one can be counted on to, except the 
United States. 

With the British retreating steadily 
from wh9.t remains of their global re
sponsibilities or their global presence, it 
becomes incumbent upon us to look to 
the protection of our own national inter
ests in that area. 

I think that what we propose to do 
here and what the administration pro
poses to do, which the Mansfield amend
ment will wipe out, is minimal. We can 
dono less. 

Let us make no mistake. If we do less, 
we are ill-serving the national interest of 
the United States. 

Oh, Congress has been so anxious over 
the past couple of years to assert itself 
in the field of foreign policy, a field that 
has traditionally been left to the execu
tive branch, with the acquiescence, the 
advice, and consent of the Senate. Oh, it 
has delegated away all our power in the 
domestic field. We do not seem to be too 
anxious to retrieve that. We delegated all 
that away to massive bureaucracy. 

I wish we would concentrate more on 
trying to retrieve lost legislative power in 
that area than the vital area of foreign 
policy, because the Senate cannot nego
tiate on a day-to-day basis, a.nd the Sen
ate cannot formulate and implement 
foreign policy in a fast-changing world 
on a :flexible basis. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 3 minutes? 

Mr. THURMOND. Three minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. THURMOND. I yield 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina yields 3 
minutes. 

Mr. TOWER. Therefore, Mr. Presi
dent, I think it is incumbent upon us, 
particularly in the light of what has 
happened over the past few weeks, to do 
this minimal job of enhancing our ca
pability in Diego Garcia. 

Look what has happened to us. We 
have been thrown out of Southeast Asia. 
We have ourselves, in Congress, grasped 
to our breast the coordinate power to 
formulate and implement foreign policy 
with the executive branch, the respon
sibility for throwing Turkey out of 
NATO. ' Oh, that was really in the na
tional interest. Oh, what a great moral 
thing we did. 

What we did was to appease an ethnic 
movement in this country that did not 
even perceive the interests of Greece 
properl:r in this instance. 

So we have denied ourselves a vital in
telligence-gathering capability in Tur
key, denied ourselves the capability of 
verifying Soviet strategic capability and 
intentions, mainly contrary to the na
tional interests, in order to play up 
domestic political emotions. 

That is the most shallow politics 
imagined. 

We can see what is happening in the 
southern littoral of NATO. 

If we fail here to enhance our capa
bility in the Indian Ocean, we are serv
ing notice on the world that the with
. drawal of the United States will be pro
gressive and that ultimately we will 
withdraw our defense perimeters to our 
own shores, and, Heaven help us, when 
we do that and ignore a concept estab
lished in the Elizabethian period that, 
when confronted by powerful adver
saries or a potential adversary, it is in
cumbent on you to maintain your de
fense perimeter as far from your own 
shores as possible and as close to that 
potential possible adversary's slJ.ores. 

Mr. President, it is vitally incumbent 
on the Senate to reject the Mansfield 
1·esolution. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 11se 

in opposition to Senate Resolution 160 
which would disapprove the expenditure 
of $31.9 million proposed by the Depart
ment of Defense for construction of fa
cilities at Diego Garcia. I contend this is 
only a modest and reasonable improve
ment to existing facilities which will al
low our NaVY to operate more efficiently 
in the Indian Ocean. 

For several years now we have been ob
serving the growth of Soviet naval power 
in the Indian Ocean. When this process 
began nearly 8 years ago, with a small 
squadron of Soviet ships moving into the 
area it was easy to minimize its impor
tance. These ships spent most of their 
time at anchorages in international 
waters and were not very active except 
for occasional port visits. In the last few 
years, the level of Soviet activity has 
increased, and the construction of sig· 
niflcant support facilities at the port of 
Berbera in Somalia has cast a new light 
on their intentions. 

Mr. President, in 1972 and 1973, the 
Soviet permanent naval presence in the 
northwest Indian Ocean averaged more 
than a dozen ships in the area on any 
given day. In 1974, following the Arab
Israel War, their permanent presence 
jumped to an average of more than 19 
ships, including eight combatants such 
as missile-armed ships and submarines. 

According to Mr. Colby, the Director 
of the Central Intelligence Agency, who 
testified on this matter on July 11, 1974: 

By mid-1973, the typical Soviet Indian 
Ocean force included five surface warships, 
one gun-armed cruiser or missile equipped 
ship, two destroyers or destroyer escorts, a 
mine sweeper and an amphibious ship. There 
was also usually a diesel submarine and six 
auxiliary support ships, one of which Wf'.s a 
merchant tanker. 

He further stated in his testimony 
that: 

Today there are six surface combatants, 
one submarine, nine mine sweepers, and 11 
support ships in the Indhn Ocean, not sub
stantially different from that typical show
ing, except for the increase in min e sweepers. 

In addition, he said: 
Recently, a Soviet intelligence collection 

ship has been deployed to the Indian Ocean 
for the first time since the Indian-Pakistan 
war, and is apparently monitoring develop
ments in the Persian Gulf area. 

That level is being maintained thus 
far this year. 

The U.S. Navy has also increased its 
presence in this vital area where more 
than half the world's oil imports are 
in transit every day, but our permanent 
presence of two destroyers and a con
verted landing ship is much less than the 
permanent Soviet presence. It is neces
sary for this small permanent U.S. force 
to be reinforced with major naval units 
from time to time in order to demon
strate that the United States will not sit 
idly back while the balance of power 
shifts in the Soviet favor. 

Mr. President, the most recent in
creases in the Soviet presence have oc
cun·ed since they began using the fa
cilities which they built for the Somali 
at Berbera. Over the past year, their de
velopment of these facilities has exceed
ed anything the Somali could use, judg
ing from aerial photography presented 
at committee hearings on June 10 and 
judging from the report made by Sena
tor BARTLETT after his visit to Somalia. 
This installation is beginning to emerge 
as a significant support facility for the 
Soviets. The Soviets have const1-ucted 
barracks and imported a ban·acks ship 
which together could accommodate 1,500 
personnel; they have expanded the fuel 
storage capacity; they have installed a 
high frequency communications station, 
which, by the way, Senator BARTLETT was 
not allowed to visit; they are construct
ing an airfield which will have the long
est runway in the entire Indian Ocean 
area; and they have nearly completed a 
missile storage and handling facility 
which will give the U.S.S.R. the capabil
ity of storing and assembling missiles to 
arm their ships, submarines, and aircraft 
in the area. I might add this particular 
facility is far more than is required to 
handle the Styx missile. 

These facilities are more extensive 
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than any,thing we have seen in any of 
the other nations which have relied on 
the Soviets for military support-includ
ing those nations which have repaid the 
Soviets by giving them access to support 
facilities. And the location of Berbera, 
dominating the entrance to the Red Sea 
and the only sea route to the Suez Canal, 
speaks for itself. Its location also pro
\lides easy access to the Arabian Sea, 
which is the crossroads of the tanker 
traffic from the Persian Gulf. Recently, 
dming a worldwide naval demonstration 
by the Soviet Union, their Indian Ocean 
forces focused their exercise activity in 
this critical area of the northern Ara
bian Sea with missile ships and sub
marines. 

Mr. President, I believe the United 
States must retain the capability to 
counterbalance this buildup of Soviet 
force. Only with that capability can we 
pursue the several reasonable and 
legitimate American policy objectives 
relating to the Indian Ocean: 

First, to signal the Soviets of our in
tention to extend American power to 
the Indian Ocean, if necessary. 

Second, to assure our friends of con
tinued American support. 

Third, to deter threats to shipping and 
assure a continued flow of oil to the 
United States, Western Europe, and Ja
pan. 

Fourth, to remain a stabilizing influ
ence in the nations of the Indian Ocean 
littoral. 

I would like to emphasize that more 
than a quarter of all U.S. oil imports 
originate in the Persian Gulf. Those en
e.rgy supplies should not have to reach us 
courtesy of the Soviet Navy. 

Many will insist that American objec
tives in the Indian Ocean can be achieved 
in other ways and that the expansion of 
Diego Garcia is but one step in a perma
nently increased military presence which 
could even end in involvement in distant 
hostilities. To those who feel this way 
I say the best assurance of peace is un
mistakable readiness to protect it. But 
the argument deserves more specific 
examination. 

There is, for instance, the so-called 
zone of peace proposal. This proposal, 
heard in the U.N. and elsewhere, would 
bar great power intrusion into the In
dian Ocean. Not only is this proposal 
visionary, but it is contrary to the his
toric and important principle of free
dom of the seas. American naval pres
ence in the Indian Ocean is not, after all, 
to prepare for war. It is to emphasize 
our commitment to peaceful use of in
ternational waters by all nations. That 
is why we were satisfied to keep only a 
very small, token presence in the Indian 
Ocean until the Soviets began their naval 
expansion there. But for the already ex
P~~ded Soviet naval presence and our 
1·ightful commitment to freedom of the 
seas, I would scarcely be advocating the 
improvement of Diego Garcia, except as 
a refueling situation. 

Mr. President, another alternative 
which some have advanced is to seek 
agreement with the Soviet Union each to 
limit its pe:rm3.nent naval presence in the 
Indian Ocean. Even if I believed the So
viets would observe an agreement, I point 

to the testimony of record that the 
United States has already sought such 
an agreement, without success. It . wa-s 
the Soviets who, in 1971, failed to follow 
up on negotiations aimed at preventing 
an Indian Ocean arms race. The posi
tion of ow· Government has consistently 
been one of willingness to consider any 
constructive position or suggestion on 
this matter. . 

Mr. President, the :first contact by the 
Soviet Union with the United States on 
Diego Garcia was in March 1971, when 
Ambassador Dobrynin suggested to Sec
retary Rogers the possibility of a joint 
declaration of mutual restraint in the 
Indian Ocean. What happened after 
that? 

In July of 1971, Mr. Beam, our Ambas
sador at the time, advised Secretary 
Gromyko of our interest and asked for 
further clarification. No further clarifica
tion has been received. So agreement 
with the Soviets has also been proved to 
be a false option. 

We are left then with the necessity to 
be prepared to protect our national inter
ests with the U.S. Navy. It is certainly 
my expectation that a credible readiness 
to deploy in the Indian Ocean will be 
sufficient. If it is not, the Navy will be 
ready. In either case, we will be glad we 
have the support facility at Diego Garcia. 
Thus, we are advocating merely an ex
pansion of Diego Garcia sufficient to sup
port a modest deployment should that 
deployment become necessary. Diego 
Garcia will not be a combatant base as a 
result of this expansion, nor will our de
ployments in the Indian Ocean neces
sarily increase. Instead, our readiness 
and capabilities will be increased. That, 
in turn, enhances our credibility in that 
part of the world. It shows that we can 
act if we choose to act. 

The expansion program which has 
been proposed includes lengthening of 
the runway, addition of fuel storage for 
ships and aircraft, construction of a 
pier, and development of the harbor and 
shore facilities to provide sufficient sup
port for a normal carrier task group to 
operate for a month without having to 
rely on any nation in the area and with
out relying on a chain of tankers 
stretching as much as 4,000 miles or even 
more to the nearest U.S. base in the 
Philippines. We are talking about more 
than just tankers. We need an airfield 
where our planes can land and be serv
iced while keeping track of military ac
tivities in the region. This is particularly 
important at a time when our access to 
airbases in Thailand and elsewhere is 
increasingly in doubt. 

With the Suez canal open once again 
and the lines of communication for the 
Soviet Navy shortened by some 9,000 
miles, and with U.S. national interests 
increasingly at stake, we cannot afford 
to base our own security on the dubious 
hope-and it is just a dubious hope
that if we just ignore the Soviets, they 
will go away or that someone else will 
make them go away. It is always more 
enlightening to watch what the Soviets 
do rather than listening to what they 
say, and their naval expansion in the 
Indian Ocean indicates that they in
tend a meaningful naval presence there~ 

Since I do not believe that we should 
count on Soviet good will in an area of 
great importance to our own economic 
survival, I strongly support the proposed 
expansion of the facilities at Diego Gar
cia. In my view, it represents an inex
pensive insurance policy in support of 
our immediate and long-term interests. 
The only real alternative is wishful 
thinking, and that often turns out to be 
more expensive in the end. 

Mr. President, the requested modest 
expansion of facilities is in our best 
interests and I, therefore, urge that 
Senate Resolution 160 be defeated. 

Mr. President, I want to say that, 
after all, I do think we have to consider 
the position of the President of the 
United States, the Department of De
fense, and others who are supposed to 
be better informed on this than anyone 
else. What is the position of President 
Ford on this matter? 

In a letter written May 23, 1975, to the 
Senate by Mr. Max L. Friedersdorf, as
sistant to the President, Mr. Friedersdorf 
indicates, the President of the United 
States, Gerald Ford, supports the con
struction of U.S. facilities on Diego Gar
cia as being essential-he did not say 
desirable, he said it is essential-to the 
national interest of the United States. 
That is the position of the President of 
the United States. 

Now, what does Dr. Schlesinger, the 
Secretary of Defense, who is charged 
with keeping this country prepared and 
keeping this country free, say? He says: 

Our concern ls first with the stabil1ty of 
the nations of that area. We would not want 
them to be overshadowed by the naval pres
ence of the Soviet Union. Second, we are 
concerned with the very critical dependence 
of the entire industrialized world on the oil 
shipments coming out of the Persian Gulf
some 75 percent of Western Europe's require
ments comes from the Middle East, and some 
85 percent of Japan's requirements. A threat 
against the security of these lines of com
munication could be of catastrophic signifi
cance for the United States and its allies. 
That ls our primary concern. 

Mr. President, he goes on and tells the 
other advantages. I shall not take time 
right at this very moment to elaborate 
upon it. I want to say that I think we 
have to consider, too, the position of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. What is their posi
tion on this matter? General Brown is 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Sta1f. Let 
us see what he says about it. He is the 
top military man of the United States. 
He says: 

The first point I would like to make, Mr. 
Chairman, Is that the Indian Ocean ls ob
viously of tremendous strategic importance. 
Not only a.re the lines of communication 
across the sea that carry on from the Persian 
GUlf, as the Secretary mentioned, both 
around Africa and through the Straits of Ma
lacca to Japan important but also the 
minerals that move from the coast of Africa 
to the United States. Also to be remembered 
are the air routes that cross the Indian 
Ocean. Diego GarCia would serve to help with 
those lines of communication In support ot 
any air or sea movements that the United 
States might wish to make tnto the Indian 
Ocean. 

so. Mr. President, he has brought out 
the point that we not only need it from 
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the standpoint of oil, but we need it from 
the standpoint of minerials. 

The second point is that we have import· 
ant interests in the area in addition to the 
m3.terials that I mentioned. First, we have 
friends in the area who look to us for some 
support, principally Iran and Pakistan With 
whom we participate in the CENTO organi· 
zat ion. 

And the third point, in summary, is we 
seek to demonstrate our interest in the area 
a nd our concern that it not be dominated 
by any single outside power. 

After all, the Soviets are an outside 
power, too. 

Diego Garcia will be a modest facility, far 
less in extent than the Secretary has indi· 
cated the Soviets have developed and are de· 
veloping at Berbera. 

It was not intended that we would have 
any military forces deployed or stationed at 
Diego Garcia. It is intended only that the 
support facility be manned by those per
sonnel needed to operate the support activity, 
communications, servicing of aircraft and 
ships; in total, about 600 personnel. 

Mr. President, that is the statement 
of General Brown, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. President, our Committee on 
Armed Services considered this matter 
carefully. By a big majority, we have 
recommended that we go forward with 
this program. The committee's position 
on this matter is given in the report on 
page 13. I shall not take time to go over 
that, but I ask unanimous co~sent that 
that be printed in the RECORD at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the position 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COMMITTEE POSITION 

The Committee agreed that the United 
States snould have the capability to main· 
tain a naval presence in the Indian Ocean 
and that construction of facilities at Diego 
Garcia would most appropriately provide 
such a capability. Thus the Committee felt 
that construction of facilities at Diego Gar· 
cia was in the U.S. national interest and 
should begin immediately. 

In reaching this conclusion, the Committee 
emphasized that the United States has vital 
national interests in the Jndian Ocean and 
must be prepared to counter the groWing 
Soviet presence in the Indian Ocean. Con· 
struction of the proposed facilities in the 
Indian Ocean would contribute to both the 
protection of U.S. interests and the main
tenance of stability. 

1. The U.S. has vital interests in the In· 
dian Ocean area 

The United States and the other indus
trialized nations of the world depend heavily 
on the Indian Ocean sea lanes that lead 
from the vast natural resources of Africa, 
India and the Middle East. This reliance 
can be most readily mustrated by a few 
facts concerning oil. More than two-thirds 
of the known reserves of crude oil in the 
world are found in the Middle East and 
Africa. Today, approximately twenty per
cent of the crude oil that the United States 
imports comes from the Middle East; Europe 
1s seventy-five percent dependent on Middle 
East on and Japan eighty-five percf'r>+ de
pendent. The on embargo in the Fall of 1973 
provided a warning of the consequences that 
would result from a loss of imported crude 
oil. At any time, fifty percent of the sea 
borne on is in transit on the Indian Ocean 
sea lanes. The United States and the re
mainder of the lndustrlallzed free world 
cannot afford to let any nation restrict 
those Indian Ocean sea lanes. 

2. Soviet presence in the Indian Ocean 
has steadily grown 

The Soviet presence in the Indian Ocean 
has gradually increased by one or two ships 
per year in the past few years. They now 
maintain a force of 15-20 ships of which 
half can be classified as combatants. The 
United States maintains a small task-force 
on station in the Indian Ocean about one
third of the year and in addition has three 
ships stationed permanently at Bahrain. 

Very recently the Soviet Union has greatly 
increased its capability to operate in the 
Indian Ocean. First, the Suez Canal has been 
reopened, and second, the Soviet Union is 
nearing the completion of a naval support 
facility a t Berbers, Somalia, that includes a 
major runway, housing for 1,500 personnel 
and a missile storage and repair facility. The 
expansion at Diego Garcia would provide the 
United States a comparable capability t o 
sustain naval operations in the Indian Ocean 
area. and t he Committee is convinced that 
it is necessary to counter the increased So
viet capabilit y and to maintain the balance 
of power in the Indian Ocean. 

3. The construction of modest logistical 
facilities at Diego Garcia is a prudent action. 

The U.S. facilities at Diego Garcia are 
strictly support in nature. The Navy has 
indicated that no further construction of 
facilities at Diego Garcia beyond those pres
ently requested will be necessary. 

The expanded fuel storage requested for 
Diego Garcia will increase U.S. operating fiex
ibility in the Indian Ocean by providing 
contingency support for U.S. naval force 
operating in the area. In the absence of Diego 
Garcia the nearest independent U.S. fuel 
supply is now 4,000 miles away at Subic Bay 
in the Philippines. 

The relatively limited expansion of facili
ties at Diego Garcia will be very low political 
and military profile by virtue of Diego 
Garcia's location, lack of indigenous popu
lation, and its British sovereignty. At the 
same time it will strengthen our signal to 
the rest of the world that we do have vested 
interests in the area of the Indian Ocean and 
are prepared to protect those interests. 

It has been argued that the expansion of 
facilities at Diego Garcia will lead to an arms 
race in the Indian Ocean; the Committee 
does not agree. The proposed logistical facili
ties at Diego Garcia provide merely an im
proved capability for U.S. deployments in 
the Indian Ocean. The deployments them
selves will depend on developments in the 
area, particularly the level of SOviet naval 
activity. Moreover, past experience indicated 
that Soviet expansion in the Indian Ocean 
wlll proceed regardless of U.S. restraint. Dur
ing the last year when the United States 
suspended all construction of facilities at 
Diego Garcia, the Soviet Union substantially 
expanded their "presence" at Berbers. 

The Committee is sympathetic to the con
cept of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean. 
However, the Committee does not believe that 
a zone of peace can be achieved through uni
lateral U.S. restraint. 

Mr. THURMOND. I shall just mention 
the three main points that the commit
tee brought out. First, that the United 
States has vital interests in the Indian 
Ocean area. 

Second, the Soviet presence in the In
dian Ocean has steadily grown. 

Third, the construction of modest lo
gistical facilities at Diego Garcia is a 
prudent action. 

That is the position of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services, which 
went into this question in great detail. 
I have quoted to the Senators, too, the 
opinion of Mr. Colby of the CIA. So, Mr. 
President, we have the top people in the 
executive branch of the Government, the 

President, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of Defense, 
all of whom feel that it is in the best in
terests of the United States that we go 
forward with this. 

Mr. CULVER. ·wm the Senator yield? 
Mr. THURMOND. I shall not yield at 

this time. When I have finished, I shall 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa on his time if he wishes me to. 

Mr. President, in addition to that, 
there is some question here as to whether 
or not Somalia is building these facilities 
over there or the Soviets were building 
facilities in Somalia, in Berbera. Every 
Senator here who wanted to go had an 
opportunity to go over there. The Senate 
Committee on Armed Services sent the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. BARTLETT) there. I am not going to 
take time to go into all of his conclusions, 
but here are a few of the points he 
brought out: No. 1, the Soviets control
listen to this-the Soviets control Soma
lia, or at least have access to all facili
ties at Berbera. 

Another point: the facilities at Berbera 
are still undergoing expansion and the 
total scope of the effort planned cannot 
be accurately determined. 

Then he goes into detail and tells 
about the port facility, the communica
tions facility, the missile handling and 
storage facility, the airport facility, the 
fuel storage facility, and other facilities 
that are being built there by the Soviets. 

Here is a man who sits right in the 
Senate who went over there and saw this 
with his own eyes, after Somalia had de
nied there was any such thing there, 
after the Soviets have denied it. He went 
there and he saw these facilities. 

Furthermore, Mr. BARTLETT said, "The 
Soviets are currently in Berbera in sub
stantial numbers." Not only the facility 
being built, but the Soviets themselves 
are there, he says, in substantial num
bers. 

It is impossible to make an accurate esti
mate, but a range of 500 to 1,500 represents a 
consensus of team opinion based on obser
vations and the capability of the available 
housing. 

That is the statement of Senator BART
LETT, who went there. 

Another point: 
The Berbers location is very advantageous 

from a strategic point of view. The Berbera 
facilities, combined with the Aden facillties, 
could control the confl.uence of the sea
lanes from the Suez Canal and the Red Sea 
into the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean. 

Then, Mr. President, Senator BARTLETT 
ends up with this position: 

The position of the Department of Defense 
With regard to the significance of Berbera is 
valid. The team's conclusions do support the 
Berbers argument which favors the expan
sion planned for Diego Garcia. In order for 
the United States--

There has been talk here about nego
tiating. The distinguished Senator from 
Iowa and some others, maybe, said, why 
not negotiate first? Listen to what Sena
tor BARTLETT says: 

In order for the United States to negotiate 
with the Soviet Union from a position of rel
ative parity regarding mutual restraint in the 
Indian Ocean, the Diego Garcia expansion 1s 
eseent ial and should be approved-
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When? Afterwards? No. Now, he 
says-
should be approved prior to initiating any 
negotiations. 

In other words, if we go forward with 
Diego Garcia, then we have something 
to offer the Soviets. Now we have nothing 
to offer. We are not going to get a mu
tual agreement unless we have something 
we can trade with the Soviets. 

Then when they trade with you they 
generally do not keep their agreements. 
But they certainly are not even going to 
offer to trade unless you have got some
thing to trade. Senator BARTLETT has 
brought this out in very fine style. 

Then Senator BARTLETT made this 
statement: 

This tl'ip greatly reinforces the arguments 
in favor of the proposed expansion of Diego 
Garcia. 

Mr. President, I brought out here that 
the executive branch, the military, the 
CIA, the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee all favor this construction. 

There has been something said here 
that I want to answer about the great 
military disparagement and how wrong 
we are in what we are spending, and all 
of that. I just want to say that the big 
spending about which there has been a 
lot said here today, that we are going to 
bust this Government with big spending, 
I agree with that. But who is doing the 
big spending? It is not the Defense De
partment. It is the domestic programs 
rather than defense. 

I want to give some figures right here 
to go in the RECORD on that point. De
fense spending is rising less, much less, 
than other spending. 

Let us consider the figures. Total Fed
eral spending is estimated at $360 billion 
for fiscal year 1976 under the budget res
olution. That is an increase of $53 bil
lion from fiscal year 1975. 

Let us consider where that increase is. 
Defense spending rises by $5 billion or 6 
percent. Nondefense spending rises by 
$48 billion or 21 percent. Now, during this 
next year, where is the big spending? Is it 
in defense or is it in nondefense? I say 
it is nondefense. It is absolutely false 
when people say that it is the Defense 
Department that is causing this big 
spending. 

I want to say, Mr. President, that non
defense spending is rising nine times as 
much, $48 billion versus $5 billion, as de
fense spending and three times as fast, 
21 percent versus 6 percent. 

The simple facts leave no room for the 
allegation that defense spending is rising 
while the other spending is being cut 
back. 

Now, Mr. President, that is 1 year. I 
want to take the last 20 years. Some peo· 
pie say, 

Well, previous years caused this. 

Previous years spending by the Defense 
Department did not cause it. For the past 
20 years, 1956 to 1976, defense spending is 
up $51 billion or 128 percent. Everything 
is up, of course, due to inflation. 

What did nondefense do? Nondefense 
spending is up $246 billion or 800 per
eent. I want those figures to be known. 
Defense spending is up $51 billion com-

pared with $246 billion or 128 percent for 
defense and 800 for nondefense. 

Mr. President, I will not take mo1·e 
time at the present. I just wanted to 
bring out those figures to show that peo
ple who are making statements here to 
try to prejudice the public against the 
Defense Department are not only inac
curate in what they are saying but they 
are doing a great injustice to this coun
try. If it were not for the Defense De
partment, the man in uniform, we would 
have no way to protect ourselves. I ap
plaud the man in uniform, I am proud 
of him. He fights to defend us. He 
brought us our freedom and be main
tains our freedom. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield 10 minutes to the Sena
tor from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the is
sue before the Senate is whether the 
United States ought to proceed with 
plans to develop a naval base and sup
port facility on the coral atoll of Diego 
Garcia in the Indian Ocean. The issue is 
not, nor, in my judgment, has it ever 
been whether such action on our part 
would result in a contest between our
selves and the Soviets for naval su
premacy in the Indian Ocean. The in
creasing importance of the :r.ndian Ocean 
and Persian Gulf area must be clear to 
everyone who has learned the lesson of 
the 1973 oil embargo: For the foresee
able future it is vital to our national in
terests and security that we be in a posi
tion to assure a continuing :flow of oil 
from the Persian Gulf. This in turn re
quires that communications by sea must 
be secure, both for ourselves and our al
lies. And there can be no such security 
for the United States without the ability 
to project our naval forces into the Per
sian Gulf and Indian Ocean should it 
become necessary to protect vital ship
ping lanes and to assist our friends and 
allies. Apart from oil, it is important to 
our foreign policy that the United States 
should be in a position to provide timely 
assistance to our friends in the area in 
the event that their security and our 
interests are threatened. 

It seems to me far too narrow to con
ceive of our strategic position in the In
dian Ocean area solely in terms of what 
the Soviet Union chooses to do there
although we should be concerned at the 
Soviet buildup and it would be wise to 
take steps to counter it. Apart from the 
question of Soviet naval facilities in such 
places as Somalia-facilities that have 
tw·ned out on inspection to be as they 
were described by the Secretary of De
fense-there is the oveniding geograph
ical fact: The Soviets are able to operate, 
from land and sea in the Indian Ocean 
area in a way that we, 5,000 miles away, 
are not. Thus the actual current extent 
of Soviet Indian Ocean deployments, 
disturbing as it is, is only one factor in 
a complex geopolitical situation. 

It is a situation in which we are at 
an inherent disadvantage with respect 
to the Soviets; and it is a situation 
marked by the sort of instability that 
cries out for every effort to keep all 
of our options open. We face in the 
Indian Ocean a et of problems that 

would continue to exist even if the Soviet 
Union were not able to bring its influ
ence to bear in such places as the Per
sian Gulf and the littoral states. In 
this sense an agreement between the 
United States and the Soviet Union re
specting naval deployments in the In
dian Ocean would not obviate our naval 
interests there. 

Clearly, however, an agreement be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union to limit naval deployments in the 
Indian Ocean ~ould be of value to both 
countries and perhaps to the cause of 
world peace. For this reason an effort 
should have been made to raise this 
issue with the Soviets. I am sorry to 
say that the administration failed to 
make such an effort, and it did so de
spite a clear congressional requirement 
that it do so. The administration's in
difference to the sentiments of the Con
gress on this matter is yet another ex
ample of the one-man-show quality 
from which our foreign policy has suf
fered. It is difficult to take seriously the 
administration's call for a bipartisan 
foreign policy in the face of the obvious 
contempt with which it has treated the 
views of the Congress in this rna tter
and in many others. 

Because it is my judgment that a 
support facility at Diego Garcia is im
portant to our security and would re
main important even in the context 
of an agreement with the Soviets limit
ing deployments in the Indian Ocean 
area, I shall vote against the pending 
resolution. But I must say that I do 
so with grave reservations about the 
administration's handling of this whole 
matter. I simply cannot vote to punish 
this country and our allies because the 
administration has behaved badly and 
short-sightedly in failing to comply 
with the desire of the Congress for an 
American-Soviet discussion of security 
in the Indian Ocean. It is mv hope that 
the administration will initiate such 
discussions, and that it will not regard 
today's vote as relieving it of that 
responsibility. 

Mr. President, I w·ge my colleagues 
to find some means other than a vote 
for the pending resolution to make it 
plain to the administration that coop
eration in matters of foreign policy 
must become a two-way street. 

Mr. President, I :vield the 1·emainder of 
my time to the distinguished Senator 
from Mississiopi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LAXALT). The Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as I may use for myself. 

Mr. President, I commend the Senator 
from Washington very highly for point
ing out here with force and clarity that 
the real question we are down to now in 
this subject that has had all the legis
lative attention one could have, that is, 
whether or not we think, on balance, 
there should be a beefing up of facilities 
at Diego Garcia. That is the issue here, 
the only issue. 

I am in sympathy with his thought 
that negotiations are always in order and 
ought to be pressed. 

I would talk further about this, but 
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this issue has. come the legislative jour
ney all the way, and it is not subject to 
an ~endment or anything of that kind. 
It has nothing to do with the size of our 
fleet. We already have a presence there 
and the question is whether or not we 
are going to properly supply it, that is all. 

I think the overwhelming facts are as 
h e said. we have got to stand one ground, 
and we are going to supply our Navy. 

Mr. JACKSON. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. JACKSON. The chairman of the 

committee will recall that I was the one, 
of course, who raised the issue of nego
tiations with the Russians. 

Mr STENNIS. Correctly. 
Mr: JACKSON. As a specific condition 

of the approval of the initial work at 
Dieao Garcia. Subsequently, that was 
modified and it was contained in report 
language, and that is why, Mr. President, 
I regret that the administration did ~ot 
take seriously our request and I thmk 
that every effort should be made to limit 
naval forces in the area. 

As I pointed out in my remarks, _how
ever this does not prevent the building 
of tlrls facility, so that we will have that 
option available to us, even if we agree 
to limit naval forces. That is the key 
point. . 

If we are going to have an option 
available to limit forces, and I think and 
I would hope we could reach an agree
ment to lessen tensions in that area, to 
limit naval forces on both sides, we need 
to proceed at least this far, Mr .. President, 
on the facility at Diego Garc1a. 

If we do not go forward, we do not 
have anything to negotiate, nothing to 
limit and I think that is the point where 
ther~ is so much confusion in the debate 
and the discussion. 

Mr. CULVER. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I will 

yield in time. 
Mr. JACKSON. Could I yield to the 

Senator? . 
Mr. STENNIS. I want to make a pomt, 

too. I have not been on the floor 2 hours. 
Mr. President, someone has said that if 

we go ahead with this relatively small 
matter, we will be to blame for the con
sequences. We will be to blame for all ~e 
evil consequences that somebody else IS 
making up. 

There will be blame attached to us, as 
I see it, but we will be to blame for not 
taking a reasonable precaution. We must 
look forward with a basic step of prepa
ration here for the fleet that we already 
have and are going to have in this ocean. 

I am not going to take more than a few 
minutes. 

So I emphasize, Mr. President, and a 
great deal has been said about the littoral 
nations, I have here a memorandum 
that gives a report about the littoral na
tions and this is from responsible 
sour~es. This is from the administration. 

They say: 
The official position taken by many of the 

same countries who publlcly express a desire 
t o keep the Indian Ocean free of major 
powers 1s quite different. A State Department 
survey taken May of tllis year indicated that 
of the 29 countries polled, 9 supported the 
u .s. planned expansion, 7 opposed, and the 
remaining nattons took no position at all. 

That result should be expected. Nations of 
the free world do not want to lose out to 
communism by default. Every nation will ex
press desires for peace, but peace depends on 
a balance of power and the Sov~et Union is 
fast becoming a dominant power in the 
Indian Ocean. 

So, Mr. President, I think that again 
has been totally refuted here by this 
actual report of a survey taken as late as 
May of this year. 

Mr. President, I have other matters 
here in the way of documents, but for the 
time being I am going to yield the floor. 

How much time do I have remaining, 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 22 minutes remaining on his 
time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield the floor, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I believe 
that I have 30 minutes on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
order. 

Mr. TAFT. Under the order. 
I yield myself 15 minutes out of that 

time. 
Mr. President, I intend to vote against 

the resolution of disapproval and thereby 
support the planned construction on 
Diego Garcia. I give my support both 
conditionally and reluctantly, and I wish 
to make both my condition and my reluc
tance clear. 

The condition under which I support 
the construction of a logistics facility on 
Diego Garcia is that it is clearly under
stood that this is all I am supporting. I 
support no implication that the construc
tion of this facility constitutes a U.S. 
commitment to become the main coun
terbalancing power against Soviet in
fiuence in the Persian Gulf and the In
dian Ocean. I support no understanding 
on the part of anyone, at home or 
abroad that we have taken on any new 
commitments or enlarged any existing 
commitments by the construction of this 
base. I have no intention, under the pres
ent circumstances in the Indian Ocean, 
of supporting anything beyond a "gas 
pump" for what ships we should happen 
to have, on an o:ff-and-on basis, in that 
area. 

I do SuPPOrt the base as a logistics con
venience for the Navy. The distance be
tween th& lndian Ocean and our nearest 
bases, at Yokusuka and Subic Bay, is so 
great that it ls highly inemcient to supply 
our ships from those bases, by tanker. 

Indeed, let me point out, during the 
recent crisis in the Middle East, there 
were orders all over the world, which I 
trust we have now taken care of by other 
legislative action, by the OPEC countries 
not to sell to any of our ships anyWhere 
in the world, no matter where those ships 
might happen to be, whether they were 
going to the Indian Ocean or not going 
to the Indian Ocean. those orders were 
standing orders and they were complied 
with even by American oil companies. 

As I say, this is a situation we could 
not tolerate and it was a situation that 
did exist in the recent Middle East crisis 
and points out, I think, the benefit for at 
least having a logistics facility, even 

though I have expressed the other res
ervations that I have expressed. 

The Diego Garcia facility will, seen as a 
logistics facility and nothing more, be a 
cost-effective investment. 

Even with the condition that it is noth
ing more than a logistics facility, I give 
my support reluctantly, because I believe 
the whole question of the proper U.S. 
role in the Indian Ocean and Persian 
Gulf has not been thought through 
clearly. There are two possible ap
proaches which apparently have not been 
attempted. They are interconnected, as 
will be developed. 

The first is to negotiate a naval deploy
ment limitation agreement with the 
Soviets and other powers for the area 
in question. 

I would like to point out that other 
powers are vital to such negotiations. We 
cannot simply be talking with the Rus
sians about it. Otherwise, another nation 
coming into the area with considerable 
force--and there are other forces operat
ing in the area today--could upset, I 
believe, the balance of any agreement 
that we arrived at with the Soviets. 

It is, of course, impossible to say that 
we could obtain such an agreement. It is 
possible the Soviets do not want to agree 
to limit their presence in this area. How
ever, how can we know until we try? And 
we are advised that we have not tried. 
We have not made any formal approach 
to the Soviet Union on this question. 

The administration has given some in
dication that it intends to explore such 
a possibility, and perhaps it sees a com
mitment to the facility on Diego Garcia 
as a possible bargaining chip in negotia
tions with the Soviets. On the other 
hand, perhaps it is the feeling that after 
developing Diego, the climate for such 
an agTeement might improve. I do not 
know whether it will be useful for such 
bargaining or not, but I do hope that 
negotiations are pursued, whichever way 
this vote turns out. It would be to the 
advantage of the United States, the 
Soviet Union, the states which border on 
the Indian Ocean, and world peace, if 
major power naval deployment limita
tion agreement could be achieved. 

There is however, another approach to 
understanding the situation in the Indian 
Ocean and developing an appropriate 
U.S. policy for that area. This approach
the approach of recognizing. that the 
Indian Ocean is an appropriate area for 
European and perhaps Japanese--not 
American leadership-should be adopted 
even if we are not able to achieve an 
arms limitation agreement with the 
Soviets. 

I know that the Japanese do not have 
forces with which to undertake such a 
responsibility at this time, and we do not 
see in the near future, at least, the likeli
hood that such forces will be developed. 

But anyhow, I think they have such a 
vital interest in it from an economic 
point of view-over 85 percent of their 
oil coming from this area, as r under
stand it-that they should be included fn 
a discussion of such a matter. 

As I noted in my "Additional Views• 
in the committee repart on this resolu- . 
tion: 
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The only significant reason for any non

littoral power to be interested in the Persian 
Gulf or the Indian Ocean is because of the 
oil imported from that area. In fact, how
ever, the United States imports compara
t ively little oil from the Persian Gulf States. 
In 1974, only 8 % of the petroleum products 
r ~n-.umed by the United States came from 
J?ersi:tn Gulf States. While it would be highly 
1clc uvenient if the United States were de
t·"ived of the imports from that area, it 
-. .. mld not be catastrophic. 

A the Department of Defense noted 
in response to a question of mine, "It is 
ti·ue that the European nations are more 
dependent on Persian Gulf oil than is the 
United States" in 1972, the Common 
Market imported 62 percent of its total 
consumption from the Persian Gulf
again, compared to 8 percent for the 
United States in 1974. It therefore fol
lows that the Persian Gulf and the In
dian Ocean are ftmdamentally Euro
pean, not American, areas of concern. 

The European nations, led by France, 
recognize this fact very clearly, not 
merely by what they say but even more 
by what they do. 

Since 1970, French naval ship-days in 
lhe Indian Ocea_n have consistently been 
in excess of Soviet ship-days; that con
tinued to be the case for the first half of 
1975. 

I point t11at out, that that was true 
even before the Suez Canal was opened. 

The French forces· at times include an 
aircraft carrier, a type of ship the So
viets do not yet possess. If British forces 
deployed in the at·ea are added to the 
French, their total ship-days outnumber 
the Soviets heavily. -

The Europeans are fully capable, mili
tarily, of balancing the growing Soviet 
power in the Indian Ocean. France pos
sesses a large, modern, and powerful 
navy. The French today have two air
craft carriers, two cruisers, 22 ~estroyers, 
52 antisubmarine frigates and corvettes, 
and 19 attack submarines. French plans 
call for the construction, by 1985, of two 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, two 
nuclear-powered helicopter carriers, 30 
frigates and corvettes, and 20 attack 
submarines, some of which will be nu
clear powered. 

If you ask what are the French going 
to do with such ships as nuclear powered 
carriers or nuclear powered helicopters, 
very clearly they are going to use them 
in such areas as the Indian Ocean where 
t11e ships' planes are vitally important to 
their economy because of the terrific de
pendence they have upon the Middle 
East oil coming from that area. 

Great Britain also possesses a large 
flaet, consisting of an aircraft carrier 12 
cruisers, 61 frigates, and 29 attack sub
marines, 7 of which are nuclear powered. 
Other European nations possess smaller 
but also modern and useful navies. 

The opening of the Suez Canal is as 
great a help to the Europeans, in terms 
of deploying ships into the Indian Ocean, 
as it is to the Soviets. The French are 
currently rebasing both of their aircraft 
carrim·s from Brest, in the Atlantic, to 
Toulon, in the Mediterranean. 

The Europeans also possess an exten
sive network of naval bases in the Per
sian Gulf and the Indian Ocean. 'Ihe 
French have bases at Diego Suarez, Dji-

bouti, Reunion Island, and in the Comoro 
Islands. Britain has bases at Gan Island 
and on Mauritius. 

I would also point out that the Union 
of South Africa has a considerable navy 
and has obviously its home base, major 
port facilities, on the Indian Ocean. 

I believe that we should recognize that 
Europe has a far greater interest in the 
Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean than 
does the United States, and that the 
European nations have the military ca
pability to defend that interest. Accord
ingly, we should engage in negotiation 
with European nations and encourage 
and welcome Em·opean leadership in this 
area, with particular emphasis on 
France. 

Not only is it a matter of the economic 
burden that is involved, and it is a con
siderable one, but I think all of us recog
nize that in the NATO situation in Eu
rope, while our forces at the present time, 
unfortunately, seem to be vital there to 
maintain the balance, in all fairness 
:there should be a taking up of some of 
that burden over the years by these na
tions which are no longer struggling, poor 
nations 1·ecovering from a postwar crisis, 
but are now very strong and self-suf
ficient nations with economies in anUm
ber of cases that are, in their size, pro
portionately equal in their he-alth and 
'igor to our own. 

We should be fully willing to cooper
ate with Europea-n leadership, recogniz
ing that our interest would be best served 
by tieing a "junior partner" to the-Euro
peans in this area. If we move unilater
ally to assume the leadership role we dis
courage our allies and invite charges of 
·imperialistic expansion from the littoral 
powers. This does not· mean we should 
not indicate our willingness to partici
pate in balancing Soviet infiuence in this 
area, not by taking on that burden uni
·laterally, but by contributing periodical
lY to joint naval squadron in the Indian 
Ocean. ·Such a squadron could, for ex
ample, be based alternately on French, 
British, and American aircraft; carriers. 
I have inquired if the United States has 
explored the possibility of such a joint 
squadron. The Department of Defense 
replied that we have not done so. 

As a practical matter, however, I be
lieve we have been cooperating very 
closely in ow· cooperation with the Bl'it
ish forces and the French forces already 
in the area. Formalizing and establishing 
the responsibility for it in those nations 
it seems to me would be a very easy thing 
to do, something that would be welcomed, 
I believe, by our allies, and something 
which I believe we ought to pw·sue. 

Our policy, in summation, should be to 
recognize and encourage European lead
ership in the Persian Gulf and the Indian 
Ocean. 

We should not take it upon ourselves 
to be the main Western power in the area. 

I would point out t11at there are small 
nations and many of these developing 
nations around the Indian Ocean area 
as a matter of their own domestic policy, 
and their foreign policy is connected 
with domestic policy, which feel it is a 
great feather in their cap to twist what 
used to be the lion's tail but now is Uncle 
Sam's tail. 

I think having· us as the principal 
power in an Indian Ocean task force, 
1·ather than contributing to the peace 
of the area and trying to calm down 
and stabilize the area so that we can as
sure that the shipping which must neces
sarily go tlwough the Indian Ocean will 
be able to proceed without intelTuption, 
will take U.S. leadership in preventing 
the littoral powers from perceiving this to 
be a cause celebre, which they will seek 
to make a good deal out of, just as recent 
events in India which have led to efforts 
to persuade the Indian people that some
how the United States is trying to do 
them in, I think, will ob iously lead t<J 
this kind of reaction on the part of the 
Indians. 

I do think we need logistic space, as 
I said ear~ier, but it should be only that, 
not a basis on which to build our domi
nance in the Indian Ocean area. 

We should recognize that this too 
would l'equire some change in our' basi~ 
thinking, which has often resisted -Euro
pean, and particularly French, attempts 
to provide . leadership in transatlantic 
affairs. But this is a clear case where 
Europe has both the most vital interest 
at stake and the military capability to 
defend that interest. We do ourselves no 
service by attempting to take this burden 
upon our own shoulders, alone. 

I noted with interest a report to the 
Washington Post datelined Paris July 
24, an article by Bernard Kapla~ en
titled ' 'Saudi's - Visit Seen Widening 
France's Role," which comments on the 
recent visit to France by Crown Prince 
"Fahd as widening France's role in the 
area. 

The article reads; 
·French and Saudi officials here ilnply tha"t 

Fahd's discussion with President Valery Gis
card d'Estaing dealt with expanding France's 
political role in the Middle East, specifically 
through the creation of a "privileged" rela
tionship with Saudi Arabia. 

According to sources, the crown prince, 
who left for London today, conducted bini
self throughout his talks here not only as 
the effective political leader of his own 
country but as spokesman for a number of 
other Arab governments including Qatar and 
the United Arab Emirates. 

Timed to coincide with the visit was con
firmation that the Saudi government has 
offered more than $1 billion to finance 
French industrial projects, including a nu
clear power station, in Saudia Arabia and 
possibly other Arab nations. Fahd's visit 
also produced an announcement that a 
Franco-Saudi Arabian Intergovernmental 
Commission will begin meeting on a twice
yearly basis in October to develop "economic, 
financial, industrial, agrlcultl.U'al and cul
tural relations." 

I note that it does not say, however, 
national defense relations, though I be
lieve it should do so. 

I believe we shou!d welcome rather 
than be discouraged by such develop
ments as this. It points out, I think, the. 
matters the Senate should have judged 
in considering this matter. I hope not 
only that the Senate will give considera
tion to them, but that those 1n the execu
tive department, both in the State De
parment, the Defense Department, and 
the White House will take note of these 
factors and not a-llow just a sort of grow
ing-like-Topsy attitude in the Diego 
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Garcia matter to lead us into the trap of 
considering that we are or should be the 
principal naval power 1n the area. just 
because the Soviets appear to be increas
ing their presence in the area, which 
they would probably do regardless of 
what we do. The question should be what 
is best for the future of the United States 
in this area. 

The PRESIDING OFF·ICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, how 
stands the time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana has 31 minutes, the 
Senator from Mississippi 22 minutes, the 
Senator from Virginia 17 minutes, and 
the Senator from Ohio 1.5 minutes. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with 

the permission of the distinguished 
chairman of the committee and the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio, and hope
fully the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT) , I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, with the 
time to be taken equally out of all four 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I want to coop
erate with the Senator, I really have con
trol of only half of half the time, equal 
to a total of one-fow·th, and some others 
that I think may want some time are out. 
Let us see if we cannot put a cap on that 
some way. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. On my time. 
Mr. STENNIS. I am willing to yield 

some of that, I might say, Mr. President. 
Mr. M..~SFIELD. Mr. President, I 

make the proposal that the time for the 
quorum call not exceed 4 minutes. That 
takes a minute apiece out of the time. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am sure 
that the Senator from South Caro11na 
would be agreeable to that, and I am 
authorized to speak for him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pre
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded, and that I may 
yield the assistant majority leader and 
the Senator from Virginia not to exceed 
30 seconds each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so m·dered. 

TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT-SENATE 
RESOLUTION 54 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at such 
time as it is caiied up and made the 
pending question before the Senate, there 
be a time limitation on Senate Resolu
tion 54, a resolution continuing and au
thorizing additional expenditures by the 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Hu
man Needs, of 1 hour, to be equally di
vided between the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. CANNoN> and the Senator from 
South Dakota <Mr. McGoVERN) ; a time 
limitation on any amendment thereto of 
30 minutes; and a time limitation on any 

debatable motion, appeal, or point of or
der if submitted to the Senate of 20 min
utes; and that the agreement as to the 
division and control of time be in the 
usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The text of the unanimous-consent 
agreement is as follows: 

Ordered, That, during the consideration of 
S. Res. 54 (Order No. 313), a resolution con
tinuing and authorizing additional expendi
tures by the Select Committee on Nutrition 
and Human Needs, debate on any amend
ment shall be limited to 30 minutes, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the mover 
of such and the manager of the resolution, 
and debate on any debatable motion, appeal, 
or point of order which 1s submitted or on 
which the Chair entertains debate shall be 
limited to 20 minutes, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the mover of such and the 
manager of the resolution: Provided, That in 
the event the manager of the resolution is 
1n favor of any such amendment, debatable 
motion, appeal, or point of order, the time 
in opposition thereto shall be controlled by 
the Minority Leader or his designee. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
agreeing to the said resolution, debate shall 
be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the Senator from Nevada 
(1\fr. CANNON) and the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN): Provided, That the 
said Senators, or either of them, may. from 
the time under their control on agreeing to 
the said resolution, allot additional time to 
any Senator during the consideration of any 
amendment, debatable motion, appeal, or 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
Yields time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum under the 
same stipulations, and this will be in
cluded in the 4 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Colorado <Mr. GARY W. HART). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. GARY W. HART. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Montana, the 
distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. President, I wish to comment on a 
couple of items that occurred in the de
bate this afternoon with regarc~ to the 
resolution regarding Diego Garcia. 

First of all,. I call the attention of our 
colleagues to the intelligence estimates 
regarding our position in the Indian 
Ocean and call particular attention to 
the fact that we spend a great deal of 
money each year to assess intelligence; 
therefore, I think the estimates that the 
intelligence community provides to us, 
particularly those that are unclassified, 
deserve a great deal of attention in this 
body. 

In testimony before the Committee on 
Armed Services on July 11, 1974, the 

Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency, Mr. Colby, said as follows: 
. . . the normal composition of the Soviet 
force there-

Being the Indian Ocean. 
-particularly the lack of a significant sub
marine capability-suggests that interdic
tion of Western commerce, particularly oil 
shipments from the Persian Gulf, has not 
been a major objective. 

The implication is, of course, the major 
objective of the Soviet Union. 

I also call our colleagues' attention to 
a letter directed to the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services, the dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
STENNis) from Mr. Colby. The letter is 
dated July 21, 1975. In that letter Mr. 
Colby says as follows: 

The Soviets recognize the importance to 
the West of Persian Gulf oil, but the normal 
composition their Indian Ocean force sug· 
gests, that interdiction of Western commerce 
has not been a major objective. 

Thus, repeating his remarks of a year 
earlier. 

He also says as follows: 
The level of Soviet naval activity-

Which we have heard so much about 
here today-
in the area has grown slowly but steadily 
since 1968, and this pattern is expected to 
continue. 

What is that activity? 
The Colby letter says: 
The regular force usually consists of siX 

surface combat units, a diesel-powered sub
marine and about seven support ships-

Which I understand some testimony 
before our committee to be minesweepers 
and so forth. 

This routine presence is occasionally aug
mented by other units-for example, ships 
being transferred from the western 1leets to 
the Pacific. 

That is the Soviet presence as of July 
21, 1975. 

Mr. Colby continues: 
Ine1·eases in the U.S. prese~e could result 

in a somewhat more rapid buildup 1n the 
Soviet forces. The Soviets have clearly 
shown a sensitivity to U.S. activity, and this 
will be one of the factors in their determina
tion of Indian Ocean requirements. 

Then. I conclude from Mr. Colby's 
letter to the chairman of the committee: 

The Soviets probably would not be par
ticularly bothered by the mere fact of a 
modest U.S. base on Diego Garcia, for ex
ample, but would be inclined to accelerate 
the development of their Indian Ocean con
tingent if we maintain slza.ble forces in the 
area. 

The suggestion is clear from Mr. 
Colby's testimony before the committee 
in 1974, repeated as of this month, 1975, 
that the Soviets will respond to what
ever the United States does in this area. 

I also call the attention of the Senate 
to testimony given our committee

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I am 
sorry, but the time of the Senator has 
expired. 

Mr. GARY W. HART. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yJeld? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator. 
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testified before our committee that the 
base at Berbera will support and sustain 
naval combat operations; wherea-s, the 
facilities that we hope to put on Diego 
Garcia are far removed from that. His 
suggestion is that the Berbera base, on 
which the Soviets are developing, will 
rival the Subic operation. I suggest to 
our colleagues that that is utter non
sense. The Berbera base is a harbor 1 
mile long and 2 miles wide, 30 to 60 feet 
deep. It will not even begin to house the 
kind of fieet that the Subic Bay area 
contains-room for 160 ships, 9 piers, 
5 of which are a thousand feet long. 
I think the suggestion by the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs in this regard is mis
leading and does not serve the efforts of 
the Senate of the United States to reach 
a rational decision on this issue. 

The question before the Senate today 
is whether we are going to negotiate or 
even attempt to reach some sort of agree
ment with the Soviet Union on reducing 
naval presence mutually in this area. I 
have yet to hear a remark or a comment 
or a rejection of that argument. 

When we were seeking appropriations, 
any time a question was raised about 
what the Defense Department wanted, 
somebody from the Defense Depart
ment--the Secretary of Defense or some
one else-was on the phone, and some
body was here on the fioor of the Senate, 
saying, "I have just spoken to the Secre
tary of Defense, and this is what their 
position is." 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, may we 
have order? The Senator is making a very 
important statement on the merits, and 
I think he should be listened to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
STONE). The Senator's time has expired. 

The Senate will be in order. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 

the Senator 1 minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator is recognized for 1 additional minute. 
Mr. GARY W. HART. I thank the 

Senator. 
The point is that I have yet to hear 

any opponent of this resolution who has 
spoken to the Secretary of Defense or the 
Secretary of State today state why it is 
not in our best interest to sit down and 
discuss this matter with the Soviets. 

With the Senator from Iowa and the 
Senator from Vermont, I happen to be 
one of those who raised this issue in nego
tiations and discussions with deputies 
from the Supreme Soviet, and at that 
time they were not wniing to state their 
position. However, later they told us that 
they very much wanted to sit down with 
this Government to determine whether 
we could mutually limit naval presence 
in this area. I have yet to hear anybody in 
the debate today suggest why the Secre
tary of State or the Secretary of Defense 
is unwilling to do that. 

I thank the Senator from Mississippi. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Montana yield? 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 3 minutes to 

the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I support 
the resolution introduced by my good 
friend from Montana, the majority 
leader. Ostensibly, the issue is whether 
we should expand our naval and air fa
cilities at Diego Garcia, a small atoll in 
the middle of the Indian Ocean. But I 
believe that Diego Garcia stands for 
more than that. 

Certainly, the nations in that area of 
the world see Diego Garcia as signifying 
more. 

The Prime Minister of Australia said 
on "Meet the Press"-

... there is no nation around the Indian 
Ocean which welcomes the buildup on this 
uninhabited British group of islands. 

When asked if he would like to see the 
United States withdraw entirely from the 
Indian Ocean, regardless of what the 
Russians do, he replied: 

No; certainly not. Russia and America are 
the world's great naval powers--they can sail 
wherever they choose--that's clear. But we 
don't want a proliferation of armaments in 
the Indian Ocean which up till now has been 
freest of all the world's oceans, of this Amer
ican-Soviet confrontation. 

Not a single one of the 32 nations in 
that area of the world has supported U.S. 
plans to beef up Diego Garcia. Some, in
cluding allies, have openly opposed it. 

If those nations that surround the In
dian Ocean, including our allies, are not 
disturbed by the Russian presence there. 
then why should we be? 

I thought we had learned that we can
not police the whole world, especially 
where we are not invited. 

The Department of Defense contends 
that Australia's Government for political 
reasons is publicly denouncing Diego 
Garcia but in private is urging us to ex
pand the base. 

I must say, if the stance against Diego 
Garcia is a charade, the Australian Gov
ernment is taking great pains to perform 
it well. 

The Australian Embassy sent me a 
stack of speeches that the Australian 
Prime Minister made all over the world 
in which he urged our Government not to 
expand Diego Garcia. In the Prime Min
ister's report to Parliament, in press con
ferences in Bonn, in The Hague, in Co
lombo, 1n Washington, D.C., at the 
United Nations, in Hansard, and in press 
releases from the Department of Foreign 
Affairs, the stance has been consistently 
against expansion of Diego Garcia. 

I think that it is important to note that 
we can send powerful :fleets into the In
dian Ocean to respond to crises whether 
Diego Garcia is improved or not. In the 
past 18 months we have sent five carrier 
task forces and two groups of major com
bat surface ships to the Indian Ocean. In 
the past year we have had such an aug
mented presence in the Indian Ocean for 
one-third of the year. Diego Garcia 
would merely make deployment in the 
Indian Ocean more convenient for our 
Navy and Air Force. 

Furthermore, according to William 
Colby of the CIA, who presented testi
mony on this subject last year, the So-
viets will probably avoid any large navy 
buildup in the Indian Ocean because such 
a :fleet could be too easily bottled up if 
the Suez Canal were closed. 

Some will say it is not much money
only about $30 million-at stake here. I 
think that is $30 million of the taxpayers• 
dollars that can be saved. And I do not 
believe for a moment that we can approve 
expansion of the harbor, runway, and 
fuel facilities and not expect eventually 
to hear appropriation requests for new 
Navy ships to use Diego Garcia. 

To me Diego Garcia is a weathercock 
issue. Should we expand our military 
presence in the Indian Ocean at no small 
cost to our people when the nations there 
including many friendly nations clearly 
don't desire this expansion and appar
ently consider it harmful to their in
terests? The more basic question is, do we 
still intend to be the policeman of the 
world? 

I urge my colleagues to support Senate 
Resolution 160. 

Mr. :MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Massachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY), 

and then the remainder of the time, the 
full 9 minutes, to the distinguished Sen
ator from Iowa (Mr. CuLVER)-but after 
a while. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, the Senate today is 

again being asked to decide whether or 
not to proceed with expansion of our 
military facilities on the Indian Ocean 
island of Diego Garcia. This is not the 
first time we have considered this mat
ter: The administration first requested 
funds for these facilities in :fiscal year 
1970, and the Congress rejected this re
quest. In the following year, Congress 
approved a "limited communications fa
cility." A renewed request for a fieet sup
port facility was made for :fiscal year 
1974, and rejected by Congress. There
quest was repeated for fiscal year 1975. 
At that time, we stipulated the procedure 
we are following today. But we have no 
illusions that this is the end of the de
bate. Certainly this will not be the last 
time the Senate will debate the future 
nn1itary role of the United States in the 
Indian Ocean. 

The amount of money involved in this 
project this year may be relatively small 
in terms of total appropriations for U.S. 
defense needs; $32 million is less than 
half the cost of a B-1 bomber, or the 
cost of two F-14s, and it is only a tiny 
fraction of the cost of a nuclear aircraft 
carrier. In fact, the Navy argues that, 
for the capabilities that this money will 
buy, it is an irresistible bargain. 

So far, Congress has consistently acted 
with studied caution in deciding whether 
to proceed with Diego Garcia. We have 
known all along that something more 
substantial is involved-that larger ques
tions of principle and policy are at stake 
in this decision. At heart, this debate is 
not about whether we should extend the 
runway at Diego Garcia another few 
thousand feet, or dredge the harbor to 
accommodate larger ships, or put up 
some barracks to house several hundred 
military personnel. This debate is about 
the role the United States will play in 
the coming years in the Indian Ocean 
and in the nations that line its shores. 
It concerns whether the United States 
will push ahead and build a three ocean 
Navy-a decision involving billions of 
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dollars-a decision which the Brookings 
Institution estimates could require an 
additional $800 million per year in op
erating costs and $5 to $8 billion in new 
ship construction. It is about our view of 
the world of the late 1970's and 1980's 
and America's position in that world. 

It is about whether the achievements 
and prospects of detente will be limited 
primarily to strategic nuclear policy, or 
will apply to other areas of vital im
portance in East-West relations. 

Are we content to let the Defense De
partment dictate the evolution of Amer
ican foreign policy in the Indian Ocean, 
based on its definition of military con
venience and perceived strategic require
ments? Are we going to begin another era 
of over-extended military commitments 
out of step with our overall political and 
economic objectives in the decades to 
come? Or are we going to recognize a 
most valuable lesson of the last decade: 
the need to put political objectives and 
interests first; to think through prob
lems before acting; and to exhaust di
plomacy before once again reaching for 
the instruments of war? 

Symbolically, a decision to proceed 
with construction on Diego Garcia 
means that the United States has more 
or less given up hope of getting an arms 
control agreement '\\tith the Soviet 
Union. 

In this case, however, we are giving up 
before having really started. Last month 
the administration testified before the 
Armed Services Committee that there 
has not been a diplomatic approach to 
the Soviet Union on the question of the 
Indian Ocean since 1971. Yet it has been 
largely since 1971 that the significant 
events have taken place which are shap
ing the Pentagon's perceptions of our 
strategic needs in that area. The State 
Department, in a letter from Ambassa
dor McCloskey to our distinguished col
league from Iowa (Mr. CuLVER), sug
gested that the chances for negotiations 
on mutual limitations of military forces 
in the Indian Ocean would be improved 
if we first expand the facility on Diego 
Garcia. 

But this sounds to me like just a tired 
playback of the old "bargaining chip" 
argument. "Continue to build up," so the 
argument goes, "in order to convince the 
other side of our determination, and to 
give them incentives to negotiate down
ward again." But as we have seen in the 
past, particularly in our strategic arms 
negotiations, it becomes increasingly 
difficult to de-escalate a competitive sit
uation. The upward spiralling competi
tion builds a momentum that fulfills its 
own predictions, and justifies mutual 
suspicions. Bargaining chips have simply 
failed to live up to what has been 
promised for them. 

In part, the President has justified the 
U.S. need for Diego Garcia in terms of 
maintaining "stability and peace in the 
area.'' But the states of the region-the 
29 littoral nations surrounding the In
dian Ocean-apparently think other
wise. The administration itself made a 
survey of the littoral nations and, in re
porting the results, grudgingly acknowl
edged that not one state in the region 

has expressed support for the project; 
indeed many have strong objections. 
Even Australia, a strong American ally, 
has consistently and publicly voiced its 
disapproval of taking actions which will 
lead to the establishment of a major 
naval arms race in that region. The 
United Nations, with the support of the 
littoral states, has every year since 1971, 
passed resolutions declaring a desire to 
make the Indian Ocean a "zone of 
peace," and has appointed an ad hoc 
committee to implement this resolution. 
Yet for the relatively minor tactical ad
vantages of "greater maneuverability 
and flexibility" in the Indian Ocean, we 
are apparently prepared to ignore the 
policy objectives of the littoral states, 
themselves; imperiously dismiss loud 
protests from many Indian Ocean 
states; and explain to them that we are 
taking this action for their own good. 

Mr. President, I have no illusions 
about the reality of increased Soviet 
naval presence in recent years, in many 
areas including the Indian Ocean. The 
Soviet Union seems determined to extend 
the global reach of its Navy. It has in
deed upgraded its facilities at Berbera, 
Somalia. But let us keep a sense of pro
portion about the Soviet naval presence 
in the Indian Ocean. Despite the flurry 
of statistics flowing out of the Pentagon, 
it is a relatively small and limited force, 
which presents no major threat to the 
America.n, British or French forces de
ployed there. The F1·ench alone have a 
greater number of combatant ships per
manently deployed in the Indian Ocean, 
as well as a greater number of port fa
cilities, than any other power. And the 
combined American, British and French 
forces in the region are clearly superior 
to Soviet forces. What is important to 
remember is that in moving to escalate 
the American presence in the area, we 
are inviting a strong Soviet response. 

Mr. Colby, the Director of the CIA, 
testified less than a year ago that if the 
United States significantly increased its 
presence in ~he area, the Soviet Union 
would likely buildup its forces faster 
than would be the case otherwise. 

Mr. President, last Friday. the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, without 
objection, adopted an amendment which 
I introduced with my distinguished col
leagues Senators CRANSTON and PELL, to 
the Omnibus Foreign Relations Author
ization bill. This amendment would put 
the Senate firmly on record in urging the 
President to begin a diplomatic initiativ~ 
with the Soviet Union, and seek negotia
tions for mutual limitations of military 
forces in the Indian Ocean. We are at the 
crucial turning point on this issue. I am 
convinced that not enough has been done 
to explore diplomatic possibilities. In the 
post-Vietnam era, our policy for new 
and questionable military commitments 
in remote regions of the world should be 
one of extreme caution and prudence. 

Mr. President, I was in the Chamber 
earlier this afternoon and heard, as many 
of my colleagues did, the very compre
hensive, rational, and intelligent pres
entation of the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa in his handling of the points 
that are at difference during this debate. 
There are just two very small but 1m-

portant points I wish to make, which I 
think help substantiate his splendid ar
gument. 

First, on Friday the Committee on For
eign Relations unanimously adopted a 
resolution urging the President of the 
United States to make a best effort to 
achieve negotiations with the Soviet 
Union, and report back to Congress, on 
the whole question of limiting arms in 
the Indian Ocean. So we have a very 
clear expression by the full membership 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
indicating that we want to talk with the 
Russiarus, rather than take what I think 
would be an unfortunate step in the es
calation of the arms race. 

Second, the Committee on Armed 
Services, in its report on page 4, last 
year urge the administration to move 
ahead into discussions with their Soviet 
counterparts, to find whether we can 
reach some limitation in the arms race, 
with l'espect to the Indian Ocean. 

Finally, the President of the United 
States is on his way to Helsinki to have 
talks with Mr. Brezhnev relating to the 
European security conference and other 
matters. We have our own negotiators 
in Geneva to consider the complex is
sues at the SALT talks. We have our 
people in Vienna to consider the issues 
at the MBFR talks. 

We have recognized these as areas in 
which we are prepared to negotiate with 
the Soviet Union, in an effort to improve 
not only our security but also the secur
ity of people all over the world. Today's 
resolution is an attempt to recognize 
that here is an additional area in which 
we should first bring the best efforts of 
the United States to try to reach some 
kind of negotiated solution. Those of us 
who support the resolution of the dis
tinguished Senator from Montana wish 
to identify ourselves with his efforts and 
those of the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa. 

Why are we not prepared to talk about 
arms limitation in the Indian Ocean, 
but are prepared to do it at SALT? The 
Committee on Foreign Relations and the 
Committee on Armed Services have rec
ognized the importance of such talks in 
te.rms of the peace and security of our 
country and of the world, let alone the 
extraordinary escalation not only of the 
arms race but also of the continued out
pouring of American taxpayers' funds, 
which will do very little to increase our 
secu1ity or the cause of peace. 

For these reasons, I hope that the po
sition of the majority leader and the 
Senator from Iowa will be upheld. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 19 minutes remaining. 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 5 min

utes. 
Mr. President, I do not like to repeat, 

but the membership in attendance 
varies from time to time. 

This is an extremely serious matter. 
The argument is made that we should let 
the other forces in the area take care of 
any situation that might develop for us. 

' 
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We appreciate our allies; but they have 
not always been able to come to our res
""lue in situations such as this. 

Mention has been made of the Brit
ish force. No one knows how long they 
will be there or what their plans are to 
stay. Certainly, if this whole area means 
anything to us, we had better depend on 
ourselves, to the extent of having a sup
ply of fuel. That is what this is a matter 
of, fuel for any planes that we might have 
involved or any oil-burning vessels that 
we might have involved. 

This matter has been gone over with 
the utmost completeness. This is no idle 
matter about the President making the 
request for these funds. He came in as 
a new President. My position last year, in 
the conference, was that we should have 
his judgment on this. He has given it 
to us here in a very positive and explicit 
way. I shall not read it now, but I shall 
later, or I shall show it to anybody. It is 
in the RECORD. 

Let me read briefly from something 
he had before him from the Department 
of Defense, concurred in by the Depart
ment of State and concurred in by the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
I quote this communication to the Presi
dent, and I am taking the liberty of cit
ing this. 

It is significant that the Soviets have failed 
to combine their criticism of United States 
plans for Diego Garcia with any proposal 
for a mutual force reduction, despite the 
obvious appeal for propaganda purposes, 
nor is there evidence to suggest that they 
would be prepared to dismantle their own 
facilities in Somalia in response to any 
change of United States policy regarding 
Diego Garcia. 

This is dated sometime in May of this 
year. Since then we have had eyewit
ness proof, by Senator BARTLETT, as well 
as others, of that amazing, large, missile 
facility they are building there, while 
we are doing nothing but talk. 

As a result, we are not optimistic about 
the prospects for an effective arms control 
agreement with the USSR under present cir
cumstances in the Indian Ocean, and we are 
concerned that a delay in construction of 
facilities at Diego Garcia during prolonged 
negotiations could result in an actual or ap
parent asymmetry in the support available 
to our respective forces in potential crisis 
situations. We have on several occasions-
most recently to the British Government-
expressed our wllllngness to consider con
structive--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5 
minutes of the Senator is up. 

Mr. -STENNIS. I yield myself 1 more 
minute. 

To consider constructive proposals for mu
tual arms restraint in the Indian OCean, but 
we believe that proposals for limitations of 
force presence would be hindered rather than 
helped by link1ng them explicitly to the sepa
rate issue of support fa.c111tles. This matter 
1s discussed in greater detail in the- inter
agency response to NSSM 199, "Indian Ocean 
Strategy." 

For years, since the start ·of these arms 
limitation talks,. we have, over and over. 
appropriated money for more missiles. 
more armaments, everything of that 
kind, on the belief that to show a. weak
ness would lessen our negotiating 
chances. So this is ju.St another case. 

I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator for yielding. 
I am concerned about one aspect of 

this. I have not yet determined definitely 
that I shall support appropriations f-or 
this item. I am concerned that the ac
tion proposed here today is tantamount 
to repealing all existing authorizations 
for this improvement. Am I correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator's concern 
is well placed. If the position of those op
posed to Diego Garcia prevails here to
day that kills all the prior authoriza
tions, it kills the prior partial appropria
tion, and it kills any current authoriza
tions that are in progress now and any 
prospective appropriations, because there 
would be no authorization for any more 
money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time is up. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 1 min
ute. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Then we have made 
some appropriations and we have made 
some improvement on this island. 

Mr. STENNIS. There has been some 
improvement, dredging and so forth. 
Some of this money I am referring to 
has been appropriated but not spent. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Do we have im
provements on this island now? 

Mr. STENNIS. Oh, yes. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. This is an expansion 

or an addition to those facilities,_ im
provement of what we already have? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is what the argu
ment is about. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. This action would 
repeal all authority for that expansion? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. This has been au

thorized subject to the President's cer
tification. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. He has so certified. 

Now we would retreat from the author
ization that we made and the President's 
certification of the need for it. 

Mr. STENNIS. Absolutely. That is ex
actly what the resolution will do, if it 
prevails. 

The House, I am just told, has just 
voted down the proposal to strike down 
money that is in their current military 
construction bill, or the military con
struction appropriation. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. What I want to say 
to the distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi is whether we make this appro
priation or not is something that as yet, 
we can decide. But I think we are sig
nalling today a retreat and I do not think 
that is very definitely in the interest of 
our country. We can signal this retreat. 
We can do this and it signals a retreat, 
because somebody is afraid that maybe 
we are going to provoke another aspect 
of an arms race .. 

Well, Mr. President, I think we should 
remember that what action Russia takes, 
she takes and does not announce it to the 
world, as we do. We have to find it out 
by other means. We have discovered the 
expansion she is making in this area. 

I am not ready to vote for an appro
priation today, but I do not want to vote 
to repeal this authorization and the Pres
ident's certification of the need for it. 

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator from Mis
sissippi yield for a question? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I will. 
May I yield for a request already in? I 

yield to the Senator from New Jersey 2 
minutes. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Mississippi. I shall be sur
prised if I have to take very much longer 
than a minute to state my position. 

The Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. 
FELL) , the other day offered, in the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the 
committee approved, an amendment to 
the State Department authorization bill 
stating that it was the sense of the com
mittee-and if adopted as law-that this 
bill will provide that it is essential to the 
President that this country make an ex
ploration, with the countries bordering 
on the Indian Ocean, of the possibility 
of an arms agreement in that whole area, 
the ocean and the littoral, of naval and 
air and all military installations. It seems 
to me, Mr. President, that that is the 
way this matter ought to be left, and 
that we should not, on a unilateral basis 
now, on this bill, reject the possibliity of 
an agreement based upon bilateral and 
multilateral concessions and agreements 
on the part of all the parties at interest. 
Therefore, as much as I regret to disagree 
with the majority leader on &.ny matter 
of importance. I feel that it is up to us 
not to prejudice the possibility of a broad 
agreement which could come from the 
action that I have referred to. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. President, I yield myself 1 minute 
to answer a question. 

Mr. FORD. The Senator from Missis
sippi made a statement a few minutes ago 
that the House had just voted down the 
funds for Diego Garcia. Did I under
stand the Senator correctly? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is what I was 
told, that on a voice vote, they refused 
to strike out the funds that are in a bill 
over there for Diego Garcia. I think that 
was a new military construction bill, I 
say to the Senator, for fiscal 1976. That 
is my information. 

Mr. FORD. Can the Senator tell me 
what percentage of funds is spent by the 
United States so far as NATO is con
cerned? What is the amount of money 
in percentages that are carried by this 
country? 

Mr. STENNIS. By their country, you 
can estimate those amounts in various 
different ways, I will say to the Senator 
f1·om Kentucky. There is no way to 
approach it unless you lay down the 
ground rules. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield time? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield a half-minute 
to myself. In other words, do you charge 
all the long-range bombers part to NATO 
and part to us? How much of the fieet 
do you charge? 

Mr. FORD. It is true that the United 
States carries the biggest burdens. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; we carry a consid
erable part of those. We have been trying 
to reduce the amount. 

Mr. FORD. Is it not true the French 
and the Blitish have an overwhelming 
presence in the Indian Ocean; that they 
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are the foremost military operation 
there, and that they could be the front 
runner for a change instead of our carry
ing the load? 

Mr. STENNIS. I think we have the 
greatest--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield additional time? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am sorry, I am about 
out. How much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Sen a tor from Mississippi and I find 
ourselves in a difficult position because 
of the time which is more than we have, 
allotted to the Senators from Ohio and 
Virginia. 

Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
some of his time? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I would be 
happy to yield some time. I would like 
to make a few remarks before I do. It 
seems to me we have missed the point 
here to a great extent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. TAFT. I yield myself 5 minutes. 
I do not want to have the Senator or 

the administration fail to consider the 
point I made. I feel strongly that this 
facility should go ahead. I do not want to 
see the U.S. Navy, if it is in that part of 
the world-I think parts of it at least 
are going to be in that part of the 
world-cut off without any oil, as it was 
at the time of the Middle East crisis, 
and I think we have to go ahead with 
this improvement to assure it does not 
happen again. 

At the same time, I think negotiations 
should be engaged in, but not bilateral 
negotiations. This is the thing, I think, 
that ought to be said, and said clearly. 
We have been talking all afternoon about 
negotiating with the Russians, without 
talking about negotiating with anybody 
else. The French have more ship-days 
alone, not counting the British days, in 
the Indian Ocean, not considering what 
the Russians are doing. They have a navy 
building two nuclear carriers, two nu
clear helicopter carriers, and are obvi
ously planning to undertake responsibil
ity at this time. 

To have the United States take the 
lead in this picture, I think, is a great 
mistake. I think it is provocative to the 
littoral states in a way it would not be 
if we got our allies to go along. 

What I believe, and believe strongly, 
is we ought to bring into this negotiation 
our allies. 

The distinguished Senator from Iowa 
said none of the allies are going ahead 
with their development. That is a lot of 
nonsense. A lot of the littoral countries, 
if anybody is going ahead with further 
activity in the area, obviously they are. 

Some of the other nations, however, 
Great Britain, has made the treaty with 
us certainly which gives us the right to 
go ahead with the developments that are 
planned here. The French certainly 
have not expressed any opposition to it. 
While there has been, perhaps, official 
opposition in the Arab fraternity by 
Iran, there have been Plivate assur
ances, as I understand, that there is cer-

tainly no opposition and certa.inly 
no-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate is not in order, and the galleries are 
not in order. The Chair requests no con
versation except by the Senator who is 
l'ecognized in the Chamber. 

The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I just want 

to get that point through that these are 
multilateral negotiations that are called 
for. We ought to call for a conference 
with the nations that are concerned with 
the supply of oil coming through this 
part of the world. 

In my opinion, we also ought to try to 
include the littoral nations in it, at 
least have their opinions on it, before 
we get into such negotiations. 

I think it is true, I think there is some
thing to be said for the argument, that 
the Soviets, having gone ahead with 
Berbera, that if we go ahead and develop 
this facility to a degree that is planned 
now-and it is a limited development, 
it is not a major naval base in any sense 
of the word, it is basically a logistics 
facility with support for that logistics 
facility-we will be in a better position 
not only to negotiate with the Soviets 
but to negotiate with the other nations 
of the world, and to negotiate with the 
littoral powers. 

I do not believe we ought to run away 
from the situation. At the same time, I 
feel very strongly we should not get our
selves into the position of becoming a 
dominant force in the area and, there
by, invite the opposition of the littoral 
powers which is more likely, in my 
opinion, to disturb the peace of that par
ticular area than it is to help bring it 
about and keep it in a state in which it 
should be. 

What I do not want to see, however, 
is the U.S. Navy out there operating on 
its own or in connection with our other 
purposes without any source of fuel for 
its oil supply to its ships. I do not want 
us to be out there in a sea of oil without 
any oil, and I think that is the basic 
question we have to decide on here. 

As to the future, I hope there will be 
some understanding on the part of the 
administration, the State Department 
and the Defense Department, and mem
bers of t~e legislative branch as to what 
the realities are in this area. The fact is 
that we should not take the lead, and 
others should, but we should participate 
in it and help others as much as we can 
in a lesser, a minor-like, role rather than 
a leading role. 

Mr. President, I would be willing now 
to yield time to the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi or the distinguished 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. How much time will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I would be 
glad to yield 3 minutes to the distin
guished Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) 

and 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Minnesota <Mr. HUMPHREY). 

Will the Senator withhold for a min
ute? 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, if no one has any objection, I be
lieve I have 17 minutes left, and I would 
like to-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 15 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Fifteen min
utes. 

Mr. President, I have no further re
marks to make, and I will yield 5 minutes 
to the discretion of the distinguished ma
jority leader, 5 minutes to the chairman 
of the committee, Mr. STENNIS. and 5 
minutes to Senator THuRMOND. · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator. I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) . 

Mr. RIDICOFF. I thank the distin
guished majority leader. 

Mr. President, I have been dismayed 
with the innuendoes and the attacks that 
have been made on three distinguished 
Members of this body, the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. CULVER), the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. GARY W. HART), and the 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY). 

I was a member of a group of 14 Sen
ators who visited the Soviet Union over 
the Fourth of July, and I could never be 
more proud of Members of the U.S. 
Senate than the 14. But I pay a special 
tribute to Senators CULVER, GARY HART, 
and LEAHY. 

It has been indicated or said that these 
three men were pawns of the Soviet par
liamentarians. It has also been said they 
were negotiating on behalf of the United 
States. 

At no time were these men pawns of 
the Soviet parliamentarians, and at no 
time did they attempt to negotiate for 
the United States of America. 

When we sat there for 17 hours and 
really in debate and confrontation with 
the Soviet parliamentarians, I was filled 
with pride when the Senator from Iowa 
presented the position of the United 
States on the whole problems of SALT, 
and the problems of disarmament. This 
was a strong u.s. Senator talking. This 
was a U.S. Senator who knew his sub
ject. This was a U.S. Senator who loved 
and was proud of his country. 

To think that those in the executive 
branch, because he took a position con
trary to the results they wanted and de
sired, through their own means sent 
those innuendoes out through the press 
and their statements, I, for one-and 
I think every Member of this body
should be proud Of JOHN CULVER, GARY 
HART, and PATRICK LEAHY. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, fol
lowing up what the distinguished Sen
ator said, it has come to my attention 
that there was a leakage of cables which 
got into the hands of certain people out
side the government, which came to the 
attention of at least one of the Senators 
concerned. He did not mention it except 
in passing. 

I thought it was outrageous that there 
are leaks in the executive branch of this 
government to be used for the purpose 
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of scarifying and attacking a Senator 
of the Unit-ed States. I think every Sena
tor in this body, regardless of his politi
cal philosophy, is entitled to the same 
kind of consideration as any other Sen
ator, and I 1·esent the idea of the fact 
that these leaks were made and that this 
Senator was faced with them, and that 
he had to take them in stride and make 
the best of allegations which were not 
true. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. As all of us know, 
those who seek to besmirch or change a 
position have their own ways--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. One more minute. 
Mr. RIDICOFF [continuing]. Of cast

ing doubts on a man's integrity or his 
bona fides. 

I watched with dismay because theY 
were contrary to what I know. I was 
there and it became very obvious what 
was attempted. They were trying to 
change in a close position a vote on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate, and what bet
ter way could this be done, by putting a 
dh'ty stick against a distinguished Sen
at.or. I can assure my colleagues that 
JoHN CULVER never gave anything away 
that belonged to the people of the United 
States of America, or the U.S. position. 
He was ably assisted at all times by GARY 
HART and PATRICK LEAHY. 

I love these three men and I think they 
are great U.S. Senators and we do not 
have the executive branch using their 
sneaky methods to try to smear a U.S. 
Senator. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. One more minute, 
Mr. President. 

May I say on my own time that today, 
we have the Secretary of Defense calling 
up various Members of the Senate, we 
have the White House liaison out in force, 
we have the State Department liaison out 
in force. 

What they are trying to do is tell us 
how we should vote. 

What did the people mean when they 
elected all of us to the Senate? To exer
cise our own judgment to vote accord
ing to om· conscience or to be told how to 
vote by a Secretary of Defense, minions 
of the Secretary of State, or people at the 
White House? 

I hope that the Senate is aware of 
this intensive, high barrage campaign 
which has been conducted against this 
bill at the present time. 

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. JA VITS. Would the Senator let 
me join in this colloquy? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. 
Mr. JAVITS. I shall probably go the 

other way in this matter from Senator 
CULVER, and other Senators mentioned, 
but I, too, was in Moscow in these nego
tiations. 

I do not know anything about the in
cidents which are being described, but I 
would like to join Senator RmrcoFF, with 
whom I sat side by side, in testifying to 
my pride as an American and U.S. Sen
ator in the magnificent performance of 
these three Senators led by JoHN CUL
VER, whom we unanimously, without re
gard to party, named as chief spokes
man on these delicate military matters, 

just as we considered others, Senator 
RmrcoFF and myself, in other respects in 
these very critical discussions in Moscow. 
It is a duty I feel as a U.S. Senator. 

Senator CuLVER and his colleagues are 
fine, upstanding men of whom we can 
be very proud as Senators of the United 
States and to carry the flag of our coun
try with the greatest skill, intelligence, 
and pride. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
shall not take much time to express my 
great admiration for the Senator from 
Iowa, the Senator from Colorado and the 
Senator from Vermont, the names men
tioned here. 

I, t.oo, was present, as this body knows, 
and I can assure that any comment as 
to any softness on the part of these Sen
ators relating to the Soviet Union is 
sheer nonsense and it ought to be dis
missed as such. 

But that is not the issue here. We know 
om· Senators, we know their sincerity just 
as we know the sincerity of people who 
have a different point of view here, and 
we can dismiss that quickly. Any charge 
of lack of sincerity can be dismissed. 

The central issue is, Is this base neces
sary now? That is the issue. 

It is my judgment, Mr. President, that 
what this Senate ought to be doing is t.o 
lay down an order, which I gather the 
parliamentary situation will not permit, 
that would say in substance. 

That notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, no funds heretofore authorized !or 
the construct.lon of any mUitary facility on 
the Island of Diego Garcia may be obligated 
for such purpose-

(1) prior to September 1, 1976, unless the 
President determines and notifies the Con
gress in writing that the Soviet Union has, 
after the date of enactment of this Act, con
tinued to construct and substantially expand 
m111tary facilities in Somalia, the Indian 
Ocean, and the Persian Gulf area. 

(2) a.fter September 1, 1976, unless the 
President is unsuccessful in negotiating an 
agreement with the Soviet Union by Sep
tember 1, 1976, to limit the military presence 
of both the Soviet Union and the United 
States in the Indian Ocean area. 

I had intended to offer such an amend
ment. This would not have done away 
with the authorization, it would have 
kept the authorization as it is. 

But it is my judgment, Mr. President, 
that the evidence is clear and unequiv
ocal that despite the direction of the 
Congress of the United States and at 
least the Senate of the United States, 
the executive branch has not sought to 
negotiate some kind of limitation of arms 
control within the Indian Ocean area. 
It is not as if tomorrow morning we did 
not start construction, that our secm·ity 
was going to be threatened. To the con
trary, om· secm·ity is here. 

I would hope we would keep in mind 
the necessity of limiting this arms race 
wherever we can under mutual agree .. 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, how 
lies the time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 14 minutes; the Senator from 
Mississippi has 11 minutes; the Senator 
from South Carolina has 5 minutes, and 
the Senator from Ohio has 3 minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what 
we are considering is a new and drastic 
venture into the area of South Asia. This 
is not simply an issue of $13 million or $14 
million today, or $175 million-accord
ing to the Navy figm·es--or even the ad
ditional $8 billion that is necessary for 
a three-ocean navy. But what I am con
centrating on is the fact that what we 
are seeing in my opinion, the creation of 
a three-ocean navy. 

Why in Diego Garcia of all places? 
We do not own it, I am not sure we 

have lease rights, but it is close to the 
oil of the Middle East. It does create a 
means by which we can push out into a 
new area and it does mean we are flexing 
our muscles. 

What have we learned from Vietnam? 
Where is the reassessment in our foreign 
policy? What does the future portend 
for us? Have we not learned anything 
after three decades in Southeast Asia? 
Was our mistake there simply a matter 
of tactics? Or was it something mo1e 
profound? Did we not learn that Amer
ica should have no design on maintain
ing a modern-day empire by replacing 
the autonomy of individual nations? 

And the 30 nations around the perim
eter of the Indian Ocean have indicated 
they do not want us disturbing the zone 
of peace. 

Did we not learn that we cannot and 
should not attempt to make the nations 
of the world in our own image and in 
our own likeness? 

I hope, Mr. President, that all these 
facts will be kept in mind because this 
is a most serious move we are contem
plating and I would express the hope 
that the Senate in its wisdom would step 
back before it is too late, because if we 
go so far, it is too late to d1·op back. 

Remember what we did in South Viet
nam. A few hundred advisers, first, I 
believe a telegraph company, then a few 
hundred more, then a few thousand, and 
what was the price? 

Fifty-five thousand American dead, 
303,000 American wounded, 150 billion 
American dollars spent, and we will be 
paying for that into the first half of the 
next century to the tune-at 1972 
prices--to the tune of $435 billion. 

Think about it. 
We are not in the Indian Ocean to any 

extent. Look at that map, look at that 
space. Remember how the nations feel 
around the perimeter of the Indian 
Ocean. 

All I can say, to use an old railroad 
phrase, is stop, look, and listen. 

ThP- PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. Presiden~ 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska will be recognized 
on whose time? 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from 
South Carolina. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Carolina has 5 minutes. 
Mr. HRUSKA. I do not want to take 

up his time. He may have some use for 
that time other than my engaging in 
remarks. I will withhold my remarks at 
this time. 

Mr. STENI\1JS. Mr. President, perhaps 
I should proceed. 

I wil be partly repeating. 
I am not going to let anyone outdo me 

in complimenting our valued Members 
that we are so proud of, those who went 
to Russia and other countries. They are 
fine, intelligent Members of this body, 
Messrs. CULVER, LEAHY, and HART. I am 
proud of them. I have not heard any
thing to the contrary, so if anyone said 
anything on this side of the Atlantic 
Ocean or the other side of the Atlantic 
Ocean, I join in the resentment ex
pressed by fellow Senators as well as fel
low committee members. 

Mr. President, let us not go astray on 
other matters. 

I would like to have the chance to have 
the attention of the Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senators please take their seats? 

Mr. STENNIS. Thank you, Mr. Prest-· 
dent. 

This matter came up in 1972, Mr. Pres
ident, and for my part I did not have a 
chance to get into it enough to be satis
fied about it. In 1973 I was not here. I do 
not know to what extent it was con
sidered. But in calendar year 1974 I voted 
as a member of the committee because 
the leader, the Senator from Montana, 
wanted a chance to get this matter out 
on the fioor in a special way. I under
stood the committee position was to give 
him a chance to do it, but something 
happened that they did not bring it up 
that way. I voted for the position of the 
committee to give this a special consid
eration. 

We went to conference. The Senator 
from Missouri worked hard on this thing. 
I held out over and over, a.nd we got this 
into the law. That is why it is up here 
today. 

Let us not say it has not had consider
ation; that we have not been through it. 
Certainly, the legislative branch of this 
Government has been through this thing 
over and over and over, and has acted 
already to the extent of authorizing about 
half the money and appropriating that 
money, subject to this amendment I have 
been talking about which required it to 
come back here. 

If this resolution against Diego Garcia 
is favorably approved by this body, that 
goes back . and kllls the prior authoriza
tion and kllls the appropriation, some
thing that we have already done and have 
brought here for a special consideration 
on the merits. 

No one has been asleep about it in the 
Legislative Branch of the Government. 

A great deal has been said about other 
matters, but what has been said about 
what preparation we have been making 
in this Indian Ocean. This issue comes 
alive again on this oil question, it comes 
alive again on the opening of the Suez 
Canal? What have we done about it? Not 
a single blessed thing except talk, talk, 
t alk. And we are still talking. 

What have the Soviets done? In addi
tion to talking, they have gone there and 
built a missile facility. You cannot call it 
a lot of hogwash when there is a missile 
facility there with a 25-ton crane, as I 
understood the Senator from Oklahoma, 
large enough to take care of the loading, 
unloading and handling of missiles fired 
from submarines unde1· the surface, mis
siles :fired from ship to shore, from ship 
to shiP-all kinds of missiles. That is 
what they have been doing while we have 
been talking. We have been thorough, so 
let us not say now we do not have the 
facts. We have virtually all the facts. 

Now some bring up, "Well, let the 
French protect us" or, "Let the British 
protect us," if we have interests there. I 
believe the American people have inter
ests there and they do not want us to 
stand around waiting to see what the 
French or the British will do. They want 
us to be ready. 

It is not a question of how much we are 
going to put out there in the way of naval 
vessels. Is this just a question of supplies, 
the vital necessities of life, the food for 
the men? No, this relates to the fuel for 
any planes we might see fit to have there 
and also the oil, the oil that is necessary 
for these naval vessels. We have only one 
nuclear can·ier at sea now. So we are 
getting down to the Vitals of this matter. 
We are backing off for what? There are 
no more facts to be had. 

I made the point in conference that the 
new President of the United States 
should be brought into this thing. I said 
let US~wtite..it in- that he must certify. 
He had before him the evidence by Mr. 
Schlesinger and Mr. Kissinger. I know 
Mr. Schlesinger joined in it as he told 
me so. 

I want to say another thing. Nobody 
has called me and told me what to do, 
what to say, or what not to do. I do what 
little I can as a Senator with the aid of 
capable men. I answer the telephone 
calls. But we will never have an impor
tant b111 without some interest shown by 
other branches of the Government. They 
should show some interest. 

Let me read this paragraph from a 
document made available to the 
President: 

It 1s signlficant that the Soviets have faUed 
to combine their crltlclsm of U.S. plans for 
Diego Garcia with any proposal for a mutual 
force reduction, despite the obVious appeal 
for propaganda purposes, nor 1s there eVi
dence to suggest that they would be prepared 
to dismantle their own facUlties in Somalla 
1n response to any change of U.S. pollcy re
garding Diego Garcia. 

Instead, they are building. They are on 
the move. 

As a result, we are not optimistic about the 
prospects for an effective arms control agree- . 
ment with the USSR under present circum
stances in the Indian Ocean, and we are con
cerned that a delay in construction of facill
ties at Diego Garcia during prolonged nego• 
tiatlons could result 1n an actual or apparent 
asymmetry tn the support available to our 
respective forces 1n potential crisis situations. 
We have on several occasions-most recently 
to the British Government--expressed our 
w1111ngness to consider constructive pro
posals for mutual arms restraint 1n the In· 
dian Ocean, but we believe that proposals for 
lim1tatlons of force presence would be hin
dered rather than helped, by linking them 

explicitly to the separate issue of support 
facilities. · 

Well, I had a hope when we had the 
first arms limitation talks that that 
might mean a new situation. But all the 
eVidence was to the contrary, Mr. Presi
dent, and from then until now we have 
not held back on our missiles, our Min
uteman m, we have not held back the 
Trident, we have not held back all the 
other things that go to make up what we 
think is our necessary strength to back 
up a foreign policy. 

So, after all, to make this little change 
over there--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. One minute more. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the 

time of the Senator from Mississippi has 
expired. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, I am 
glad to yield 1 minute of my time to the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Do I have no time left? 
Mr. MA...~SFIELD. Mr. President, I am 

glad to yield the Senator I mJnute. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. The majority leader 

yields me 1 minute. I yield it to the Sen
ator from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I shall 
be very brief. I just wish to state that 
after the vote on this matter, regardless 
of the outcome, I am prepared to intro
duce a resolution-I believe a number of 
my colleagues may join in it; we have 
not had an opportunity to circulate it
directing the President of the United 
States to open discussions with the So
viet Union with a View to putting for
ward U.S. proposals for limitations in 
the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf area 
affecting naval deployments, facilities, 
and land-based airpower. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's minute has expired. 

Mr. JACKSON. Could I have 30 sec
onds? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am glad to 
yield the distinguished chairman 3 min
utes. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senat<>r yields me 
3 minutes. I yield the Senator from 
Washington 1 minute of my 3. 

Mr. JACKSON. I will not take quite 
all tha·t. 

Mr. President, I regret, as I stated 
earlier in my statement, and I think 
those supporting the resolution have a 
very strong point on this question, that 
the administration has failed to carry 
out the directive of the committee 1n 
connection with the military construc
tion bill; but I would hope that we would 
proceed, however, in the meantime, with 
the work on this base. What we all want 
to llmlt is not simply bases; it is the 
totality of air, sea, and naval forces in 
the area. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, wlll the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's additional minute has expired. 

Mr. JACKSON. I would hope tha\ 
would be done. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Missouri <Mr. SYJ\nNGTON). 

. 
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Pl·esident, 

:fu·st let me commend the able Senator 
from Connecticut on the remarks he 
made with respect to Senators CULVER, 
CLARK, and LEAHY. Having served 
longer than anyone else except the 
chairman of the Committee on the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee, I would 
say these three able men have created 
a new and pleasant atmosphere on that 
committee when it comes to any real 
objective analysis of various military 
requests. 

Let me repeat what I aid an hour or 
so ago because m3• name was recently 
mentioned. 

Last ye~;~.r, the Commit tee on Armed Serv
ices noted that the serious defense and for
eign policy questions related to the admin
istration's request for expanding the facility 
at Diego Garcia required further considera
tion, and urged the administration to make 
"a thorough exploration of the posslbllity 
of achieving with the Soviet Union mutual 
military restraint without jeopardizing 
United States int~rests in the Indian 
Ocean." 

This year, at the Armed Services Com
mittee hearing on Diego Ga1·cia on June 10, 
the administration representative was asked 
whet her any effort had been made to initi
ate with the Soviet Union a. discourse on 
the possibility of mutual arms restraint. 
His answer was, "No." · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from South Carolina has 
5 minutes remaining, the Senator from 
Mississippi has 2 minutes remaining. 
The Senator from Montana has 7 min
utes remaining. 

SEVERAL SENATORS: Vote! Vote! 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If no one 

yields time-
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, lf 

the other side is ready to yield back its 
remaining time, I am ready to yield 
back mine. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 7 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Iowa <Mr. CULVER). and 
I hope he uses them all. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader for yielding me this 
time, and at the outset I would like also 
to thank Senator RIBICOFF and the others 
who have made reference to our trip to 
the Soviet Union, when the Soviet leaders 

· did express their interest in mutual arms 
limitation and restraint in the Indian 
Ocean. 

While the initial discussions were vague 
on that subject, as we reported to Secre
tary of State Kissinger, we did have sub
sequent reason to believe that the So
viets would be wllling to sit down and 
discuss the subject. We reported these 
facts very carefully, and I think very ac
curately, to the Secretary of State, and I 
also mentioned them to the President 
himself, when I had the opportunity to 
participate in a meeting with him fol
lowing our visit, that we had explored 
this subject with the Soviets. 

Mr. President, no one knows whethe1· 
or not the Soviets will respond formally 
and officially on a constructive, positive 
basis to this overture, if we ever make 
one. No one knows because it has never 
been tried. There has been no effort by 
the U.S. Government since 1971 to even 

formally raise this is ue with the Soviet 
Union. 

I listened with interest when the dis
t~ngui hed Senator from Washington 
spoke of his own initiative in the Armed 
Services Committee report of a year ago, 
where the committee expressly dh·ected 
the administration to explore with the 
Soviet Union all possible means of 
achieving a bilateral mutual arms re
straint agreement. 

They did this at a time that t...lJ.ey were 
considering the Diego Garcia request 
and, as Senator JACKSON says, they 
viewed that as an essential prerequisite 
to actL.'tlg favorably on the subsequent au
thorization and appropriations for Diego 
Garcia, because they wisely perceived 
that we are at the crossroads when it 
comes to which rlirection we go with 
Diego Garcia. We are about to make a de
cision which is going, in significant part. 
to determine whether America moves to
ward a three-ocean Navy, at an estimated 
cost of $5 billion to $8 billion for three 
new carriers, all the associated aircraft, 
and the necessary support capabilities in 
the Indian Ocean. 

We are at the crossroads of determin-
. ing whether America, in the wake of 
Vietnam, is going to say once again that 
we are insensitive and indifferent when 
it comes to respecting the heartfelt opin
ions of other nations in the world; that 
we have come off of Vietnam, not in a 
neo-isolationist mood, but with an :ob
session to regafu our lost machismo, so 
we do not touch the defense budget, and 

. we pick the fu·st occasion we can to build 
a new permanent base 10,000 miles from 
here. 

For years I sat in this Congress and 
listened ·to people say, "What are we 
doing 10,000 miles from home? Why can't 
we just get out of the1·e?" 

We no sooner get out of there until 
we see the :fu·st big push to go back. 

Diego Garcia? Who has ever heard of 
Diego Garcia? Whoever heard of the 
Gulf of Tonkin? Who ever heard of Khe 
Sanh? Those became bloody, tt-agic words 
to America. 

I am under no illusion about the neces
sity for the American power and :flag to 
be prominently positioned in the Indian 
Ocean. 

I say to my fellow Members of the U.S. 
Senate, we are now prominently posi
tioned in the U.S. naval forces in the In
dian Ocean. 

With all due respect to the distin
guished chait·man, since 1971, we have 
not been talking, we have not even raised 
this question with the Soviet Union; and 
since 1973, rather than talk, talk, talk, 
we have been deploying, deploying, and 
deploying. 

Nearly 6 months out of the last year 
we have had a carrier task force steam
ing around the Indian Ocean. The Soviet 
Navy does not even have an aircraft 
can·ier. 

I get so sick and tit·ed of everyone 
poor-mouthing our military. 

I believe in our military. I voted to 
give them sufficient strength. 

We have power. We do not have to 
apologize to anyone in the Indian Ocean 
or elsewhere. 

The facts of the matter, as so ably 

articulated by the distinguished Sena
tor from Ohio a few moments ago, are 
simply these: 

The French naval tleet is equal to or 
exceeds the Soviet NavY tonight in the 
Indian Ocean. When we put the U.S. car
l'ier Enterprise in there with all those 
60 airplanes, with 7.5 tons of ordnance 
under the wh1gs of each plane, it is like 
putting a 400-pound man in a little bath
tub. It overwhelms everyone else there. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ohio 
has pointed out that the French Navy in 
the Indian Ocean is equal to or bigger 
than the Soviet Navy now. When we add 
the British, we have an advantage with
out even having the U.S.S. Enterp-rise 
come by, and it comes by all the time, 
and if we need to we can send it by more 
and more. 

Our ships can stay 30 days at sea. That 
is why we have been spending billions, 
billions, and billions of dollars, Ameri
can taxpayers' money, so they do not 
have to run into every port, nook, and 
cram1y, and refuel like that pathetic 
Soviet NavY does. 

We have a different navy. It can stay 
. 30 days at sea. Guess what? If it wants to 
refuel for 30 more days, which is all we 

. say we want Diego Garcia for, there are 

. two ways we can get it. We can bring two 
oil tankers along with us to give us all the 
aviation and ship fuel we need. Of course, 
the nuclear aircraft carriers do not need 
any refueling. 

Tonight, according to the Department 
of Defense, we can go into 36 ports in 
some 18 countries that will now refuel 
us. We did that during the 1973 embargo. 
We were refueled at a number of these 
ports. How many of these ports arc going 
to close down in view of the fact that-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, will the 
chairman yield me 2 additional minutes? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. How many more 
minutes do we have left? 

There is no time remaining. 
Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, \'>ill 

someone yield me an additional minute? 
Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I do not 

have any time remaining. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senator 
may proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I will 
do that. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be an additional time pe
l'iod of 4 minutes, to be equally divided 
between the manager of the bill and the 
Senator from Iowa <Mr. CULVER) .. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Iowa has 2 addi

tional minutes. 
Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, the ques

tion before us now is how many of those 
36 ports are going to close down to us. 

Every year since 1971, the United Na
tions General Assembly has urged this 
to be a zone of peace, to keep the two 
major super powers out. None of the 29 
littoral states· have publicly officially 
gone on record in support of this U.S. 
development in Diego Garcia. Most pub
licly oppose this base expansion. Ad-
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mittedly, some have gone pl'ivately and 
whispered in the con·idors and said: 

Listen, don't listen to my public speeches 
to my people. We are all for it. 

There have been a few who have ap
parently said that. 

Is that not one other painful lesson 
that I had hoped we had learned from 
Vietnam? Is that not one other painful 
lesson? 

So, 1\IIr. President, when they talk 
about the French and they disparage 
their capability, who doubts that the 
French are going to look out for their 
own strategic interest? What do they 
have the navy for? 

They have known, Mr. President, for 
a lot longer than the U.S. Senate how 
critically important that lifeline is to 
them, and that is why they are there. 
Make no mistake about that. 

But they are certainly going to be 
sympathetic and supportive of any sig
nificant opposition to Soviet moves in 
those areas. 

Finally, Mr. President, this is all we 
are really saying here. When the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington 
says we want the administration to look 
at this, that we want those in the ad
ministration to explore all these diplo
matic opportunities, the fact of the mat
ter is they have not. They have not 
done one single thing, and they want 
another bargaining chip. That is all they 
want-one more bargaining chip. 

I want to tell the Senators here is 
one U.S. Senator who refuses to impose 
UPOn the back of the taxpayers of his 
State one m.ore foolish bargaining chip 
theory when in a matter of a few 
months we can determine the good faith 
interest of the Soviet Union in negotia
tions, and if they prove to be unrespon
sive then we can go ahead with Diego 
Garcia and all the nations of the area 
will know that we made a good faith ef
fort at restraint. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. CULVER. If there is an unwilling 
resPOnse, then there is ample opportu
nity to do what we must do in America's 
interest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HUGH SCO'IT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me 30 seconds? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HUGH SCO'IT. Mr. President, the 
only justification for the expansion of 
the support facilities on Diego Garcia is 
that this project will protect the legiti
mate security interests of the United 
States. This is the basic issue. We are 
a major world power. There is no way 
we can renounce the resPOnsiblllties that 
go with that POsition. If we do not look 
after our own interests, no one is going 
to do it for us. And It is this funda
mental reality of international politics 
which is missing from any of the argu
ments being advanced in favor o! Senate 
Resolution 160. I believe the establish
ment of reliable support facilities in the 
third largest ocean of the world and in 
an area where U.S. interests are grow· 

ing rapidly is both reasonable and pru
dent. What are the arguments raised 
against this measure? 

First, we are told that this project will 
jeopardize our good relations with the 
nations of that area. What nations are 
we talking about? There are indeed a 
small number of states in the Indian 
Ocean which are extremely vocal in their 
opPOsition to a U.S. presence. The leader 
of this faction is-and has always been
the government of Mrs. Gandhi in In
dia. Mrs. Gandhi has never hesitated to 
offer us advice on almost any subject, but 
there is some question about her quali
fications to preach to others in view of 
the events which are being reported in 
India today. 

Against this faction at one end of the 
spectrum, there is another group of In-

. dian Ocean states which recognizes the 
value of a U.S. presence to counterbal
ance the growing Soviet naval expan
sion. In an ideal world, these nations 
would prefer to see no major power pres
ence in the area-and I think we can all 
agree that would be desirable. But this 
is not an ideal world, and nations must 
still be concerned about their security. 
Pakistan, Iran, and Singapore have in
dicated publicly their belief that a U.S. 
presence in the Indian Ocean contributes 

. to the security and stability of the area, 
and other nations have made the same 
point privately. 

However, the large majority of nations 
in the area have never found it neces
sary to comment on the subject at all, 
beyond the annual ritual of voting for 
the Indian Ocean Peace Zone in the U.N. 
General Assembly. If one goes beyond 
the voting record and examines the re
gional reaction to the recent revelation 
of Soviet construction activities in So
malia, the inevitable conclusion would 
be that U.S. relations with most of the 
states in the Indian Ocean would not be 
jeopardized by the maintenance of an 
effective U.S. presence. 

We are told that construction on Diego 
Garcia will lea-d to a Soviet military re
action and a possible ru-ms race. In mak
ing this argument, it is conveniently for
gotten that the planning and construc
tion of a major missile support facility 
by the Soviet Union was already under
way in Somalia before the United States 
ever began its policy of periodic naval 
deployments to the area. That construc
tion is now largely complete, and the 
largest airfield in Africa is being built 
next door to it, while we are here debat
ing whether to spend $37 mlll1on for the 
modest expansion of support facilities on 
Diego Garcia. The only Soviet response 
to the documented evidence of their ac
tivities in the area has been either to 
claim that it was merely a desert mirage 
or to insist that it was a very large meat 
packing plant. In the concern for our 
own interests, are we going to accept the 
word of Tass or the first hand report of 
those Members -of Congress who under
took a grueling trip to see for them
selves? 

We are told that this proposed con
struction is only the beginning of the 
expenses, that we will have to spend bil
lions more in establishing a new fleet for 
that area. In contrast. we have the pub· 

lie stat-ements of the Secretary of De
fense and the President of the United 
States that these very limited fuel stor
age and other logistical installations are 
intended to support the periodic deploy
ment of U.S. forces into the area. The 
facilities are not intended for the perma
nent basing of operational forces and do 
not imply an increase in the present level 
of forces deployed to the region. One has 
only to examine the extremely modest 
nature of the proposed construction proj
ect to realize that Diego Garcia is not 
planned to be another San Diego or Subic 
Bay. On the contrary, the proPOsed con
struction would appear to be entirely 
consistent with its projected role of pro
viding limit-ed support for occasional de
ployments. Those who claim otherwise 
should be able to offer us more than their 
own hypothetical calculations. 

Finally, we are told that we should 
delay any action on this measure while 
we wait to see if the Russians are will
ing to consider mutual arms limitation.s. 
In my view, the surest way to insure that 
the Russians will not talk seriously about 
arms limitations is to open discussions at 
a time when there is a perceived imbal
ance in available support facilities and 
to make our own plans hostage to Soviet 
delaying tactics. We do not need any fur
ther delay to demonstrate Soviet in
transigence on this issue. They have al
ready given ample evidence o! this by 
their actions since 1972. in building a 
significant new facility in Berbera. The 
evidence is there and fully documented 
for those who wish to see it. Those who 
do not, I submit, will not be convinced 
by yet another delay in a proposal which 
has now been under consideration in 
Congress for 19 months. 

On the contrary, if we want to have 
an effective arms control arrangement in 
the Indian Ocean, let us first get our 
own house in order. Let us indicate to 
the U.S.S.R. that we take our interests 
in this area-where half the world's sea
borne oil is in transit at any given mo
ment-very seriously. If we expect the 
Soviets to take seriously our concern, we 
must take it seriously ourselves and give 
them some tangible evidence of a firm 
and united U.S. POlicy. 

The proposal to expand the facilities 
at Diego Garcia is carefully designed to 
permit a degree of flexibility and inde .. 
pendence to U.S. forces operating far 
from any reliable sources of logistical 
SUPPOrt. That flexibility is a necessary 
ingredient of an American policy which 
is concerned over the continued peace 
and stability of an area which is directly 
related to the economic well-being of our 
own Nation and much of the industrial
ized world. I urge the Senate to examine 
this issue in terms of the hard facts, not 
wishful thinking. 

I urge the Senate to look at America's 
real interests and responsibilities at a 
time of rapid change and great uncer .. 
tainty. And I urge Senators to join me 
in opposing Senate Resolution 160. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. Go ahead. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
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ator from Mississippi and the Senator 
from South Carolina each has 4 minutes. 
That is the sole time remaining. 

Mr. wnLIAM L. SCO'IT. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Scuth Caro
lina yield some time to me? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes. 

Mr. wn.LIAM L. SCOTT. I will just 
take 2 t:linutes. 

Mr. THURMOND. Does the Senator 
desire 2 minutes? 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOT!'. ~\vo min-
utes. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to him. 

Mr. Wn...LIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate the Senat-or yielding 
me 2 minutes. 

I spoke at some length earlier today. 
There were very few Senators in the 
Chamber at that time. 

But ! speak in favor of the resolution 
of the distinguished majority leader. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, General Brown, indicated to us 
that 75 percent of the Western European 
oil came from the Middle East, that 85 
percent of the Japanese oil came from 
the Middle East. 

It is my recollection, and I may be 
wrong, but somewhere near 7 percent of 
the U.S. supply comes from the Middle 
East. 

Their need is far greater than ours. 
This is a long way from home. We can 
use the base at Bahrain in the Persian 
Gulf. We have a flagship there and a 
couple of destroyers. This is right whe1·e 
the oil is. We can use the South African 
base, perhaps the best base between the 
Persian Gulf and the base in Norfolk, 
Va. 

But it just seems unreasonable to me 
for us to try to protect the interests of 
the entire world when they can do this 
for themselves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. WllLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield 1 additional 
minute? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WllLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, we have two nuclear carriers. We 
have the Enterprise and the Nimitz. The 
Nimitz is not fully available. But I have 
visited on that carrier. It has nuclear 
power, and it can go 13 years without re
fueling. I think the same is true of the 
Enterprise. 

We are well able to protect the Amer
ican interests without this base, and I 
think it is time there is a sharing of 
global responsibility, that we do not see 
it this time, and I am going to support 
this resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND address the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen• 

ator from Oouth carollna. 
Mr. THURMOND. How much time do 

I have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two min

utes remalnlng. 
OXXI--1597-Pan JO 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in 
fact, I have just 2 minutes. I Just want 
to remind the Senate that--
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Senators will take 
their seats. 

Mr. THURMOND. I just want to re
mind the Senate that the President of 
the United States has taken the position 
that the construction of the facilities in 
Diego Garcia are essential to the nation
al interests of the United States. I am 
sure that we all have information, but 
he may have more information than we 
do on that point. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I do 
not yield. My time is limited. 

I also remind the Senate that Dr. 
Schlesinger, the Secretary of Defense, 
feels exceedingly strongly about this 
matter to protect our national interests. 

I remind the Senate that General 
Brown, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, has made a very strong 
statement on this matter, as found on 
page 23 of the Committee on Armed 
Services hearings on this subject. 

I remind the Senate that the Commit
tee on Armed Services went into this 
matter carefully, and theh· conclusions 
are found in the report of the commit
tee. They mention mainly three points: 
First, the United States has vital inter
·ests in the Indian Ocean; second, the So
viet presence in the Indian Ocean has 
grown steadily; third, the construction 
of modest logistical facilities at Diego 
Garcia is a prudent action. That is a 
result of hearings about which I have 
told the Senate. 

Senator BARTLETT Went over there and 
saw the situation. He came back and rec
ommended strongly that we go forwa1-d 
on Diego Garcia. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. STENNIS. I will not use all of it. 
My intention is just to review two points. 

First, if this resolution of disapproval 
is agreed to, it will kill and cancel money, 
heretofore authorized and appropri
ated-the first half of these ftmds-and 
that will be all for this year. 

Second, I have here the evaluation of 
the President of the United States. He 
has reviewed all the military and foreign 
policy implications and certifies that the 
construction there is essential to the na
tional interests of the United States. 

Mr. President, we now have there in 
Diego Garcia just 60,000 barrels of fuel 
for aircraft. How much do we have for 
vessels? Not one barrel Where are they 
going to get it if they need it? Should 
they have to gn around and buy 1t wher
ever they can? Does that make sense? 

What is the other choice? Go 3,500 
miles. I have been saying 3,500; it 1s 3,560 
mlles. They would have to go to Subic 
Bay, in the Philippine Islands. It would 
take 8 days for the on tanker to get to 
Diego Garcia. · 

We have talked about it, the President 
has considered it, and time has passed. 
Things aTe mov1ng on the other side. 

What are we going to do? Do we think 
the President can turri around in 3 weekS 
or something like that and get any kind 
of agreement with respect to the Indian 
Ocean? For years, we have had these 
arms reduction talks and have made just 
a little headway. "\Ve need not think we 
are going to get something out of theni 
quickly in this Indian Ocean matter. 

Time has run out for us-and my time, 
too, Mr. President. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS ON SENA'n: 
RESOLUTION 160 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, today we are 
debating another major issue :regarding 
this country's defense policy. The deci
sion we make today will have a profound 
impact upon the future of our foreign 
policy and the size of defense expendi
tures in years to come. 

I am heartened by the depth of dis
cussion on this issue as I was heartened 
by the wide-ranging debate we had on 
the whole spectrum of defense and for
eign policy issue this past June. Regard
less~ of what decisions have been and v.ill 
be made, it is encouraging that the at
tention of this body and of the public has 
been focused on the difficult choices 
which confront the Nation. If there was 
any lesson in our experience in South
east Asia, it was that such choices must 
.be made critically and thoughtfully for 
they can can-y immense consequences. 

Mr. President~ I believe that we should 
make every e:fiort to keep the Indian 
Ocean free from the dangers of United 
States-Soviet military competition which 
expansion of our facilities at Diego Gar
cia would guarantee. Each year since 
1971, the United Nations General Assem
bly has urged that the Indian Ocean 
be a ''zone of peace~" The littoral nations 
of that area, including such steadfast 
allies as Australia and New Zealand, have 
opposed the establishment of foreign 
military bases and great power rivalry 
in the region. It would be most unfor
tunate if we were to upset the balance 
which now exists. 

At present, the United States has the 
capability of showing the :tlag and de
ploying large naval forces in the Indian 
Ocean. We have access to the ports of 18 
_Indian Ocean nations. There is at this 
time no 1·eal danger to U.S. interests in 
the area due to Soviet deployments. 
France has a greater number of ships 
·permanently stationed in the Indian 
Ocean than any other nation. 

Much talk in recent weeks has cen
tered around Soviet activities in Somalia. 
Unfortunately, these activities have not 
been put in proper perspective. Con
_struction at the present level does not, 
as some have stated, upset the strategic 
balance in the Indian Ocean. They indi
cate, rather, a greater Soviet interest in 
the area and a disquieting potential for 
growth. 

The question before us is whether we 
should now seek to match the Soviet 
move as quickly as possible and add fuel 
to Indian Ocean arms race. In my judg
ment, we should not. 
· The Director of the CIA. Wlll1am Colby 
testlfted last year that Soviet actions in 
the Ind1an. Ocean have been "hlghly re
sponsive" to U.S. actlvity 1n that area. 
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This underscores quite clearly the point 
that expansions of facilities in Diego 
Garcia will insure that the potential for 
growth demonstrated by present activi
ties in Somalia shall be developed and 
that growth will become a reality. It also 
indicates that restraint on our part may 
lead also to Soviet restraint. 

In my opinion, the reasonable course 
is to follow last year's directive of the 
Armed Services Committee and expl01·e 
the possibilities of reaching an agree
ment with the U.S.S.R. limiting activi· 
ties in the Indian Ocean. If detente has 
any substantive basis, such an agreement, 
should not be out of reach. Indeed, it 
should be quite attainable. 

The fruits of mutual restraint would 
be great. First, it would enable us to con
centrate our naval resources in areas 
where needs are much more pressing, 
such as the Mediterranean. Second, it 
would reduce the risks that the United 
States would get drawn into some futw·e 
confiicts in this remote area. Fw'ther, 
mutual limitations of military activity 
would aid us in maintaining favorable 
relations with our friends in the region 
who oppose any kind of buildup. And 
finally, and most importantly, it would 
eliminate the need to maintain a three
ocean naVY. 

The Brookings Institution estimates 
that it would cost an additional $800 mil
lion per year in operating costs to main
tain a permanently deployed carrier task 
force in the Indian Ocean. The new ships 
we would have to build to maintain this 
presence would cost from $5 to $8 billion. 
When we are struggling to meet the needs 
of our people in the fields of health and 
education, when we are straining to ease 
the burdens of 8¥2 million Wlemployed 
Americans, we should not embark upon 
such a costly course unless it is absolutely 
necessary. 

Mr. President, the Defense Depart
ment's total request for $108 million for 
expansion of facilities on Diego Garcia 
represents only the tip of the iceberg, 
when one considers the total political and 
economic .costs of expanding the facili
ties on the island. I believe it is impera
tive that the Senate disapprove the pro
posed expenditw·es. Rather than expand
ing our facilities in the Indian Ocean 
now, the United States should make a 
serious effort to negotiate mutual re
straint with the Soviet Union. If the 
Soviets will not agree to such 1·estraint, 
and it becomes clear that they intend a 
major buildup in the ocean, we can re
consider the issue of Diego Garcia next 
year. · 

There is no urgent need to act now. In
stead, let us make it clear to the world, 
·that if the Indian Ocean becomes the 
center for a new arms race between the 
superpowers, the Soviet Union, not the 
United States, will be to blame. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I asso
ciate myself with the various remarks of 
my Senate colleagues, who have spoken 
against Senate Resolution 160. 

What is at stake here is of vital con
cern to the United States and our free 
world allies. Diego Garcia occupies a 
strategic position within the Indian 

Ocean. Through that ocean run the oil 
routes from tne Persian Gulf to Western 
Europe, Japan and the United States. At 
present, 85 percent of Japan's oil require
ments and 75 per.cent of those of West
ern Europe must be imported from the 
Middle East. Should either the Middle 
Eastern sources of oil or the shipping 
routes themselves be disrupted, the in
dustrial nations of the free world would 
be faced with a most difficult situation. 

The Soviet Union's naval strength in 
the Mediterranean Sea and the Indian 
Ocean, makes the potential for such dis
ruption very great. As a coWlter to these 
forces, the United States operates the 
6th Fleet in the Mediterranean and oc
casional naval task forces in the Indian 
Ocean. These latter forces must be sup
plieC: by either local sources of fuel Ol' by 
tankers based out of U.S. facilities at 
Subic Bay in the Philippines over 4,000 
miles away. 

Even if we retain our base at Subic 
Bay during times of grave international 
crisis, this would be a very long and 
perilous supply route. During such times 
local supplies might well be lacking. On 
the other hand, additional fuel st.orage 
capability at Diego Garcia would permit 
a normal canier task force to operate 
for about 30 days independent of other 
sources of supply. 

There may be those who would take 
the position that the Soviet naval forces 
either would not, or could not, interfere 
with our control of these vital sea lanes. 
The facts, however, should dispel this 
notion. 

In today's Washington Post, there is 
a lengthy article by George C. \Vilson 
based upon an interview with retired 
Adm. Elmo Zumwalt. In that article, 
Admiral Zumwalt is reported as saying 
that the Soviet Mediterranean NaVY had 
the upper hand during the 1973 October 
war. According to Admiral Zumwalt, the 
Soviets sent us a "savage" ultimatum and 
the United States had to back down be
cause our ships were outnumbered 98 to 
65 and furthermore, our carriers would 
have come under air attacks from dif
ferent directions. 

Since the October war, the Soviets 
have taken steps to expand theh· naval 
capabilities in Berber.a, Somalia. This 
facility, along with their one at Aden, 
will give the Soviets the ability to control 
the eastern approaches to the Persian 
Gulf, the Suez Canal and the Mediter
ranean Sea. Such control could spell dis
aster to the free world. 

Thus, the proposed expansion o:f U.S. 
facilities at Diego Garcia, at a 1·ather 
minor cost, is crucial if we are to main
tain the balance of power, not just in 
this area, but because of the far-l·each
ing importan.ce of the oil routes, through
out the world. 

Now, Mr. President, let us approach 
the subject in a little different light and 
viewpoint. From the viewpoint of the 
commitment of the United States to 
maintain naval forces in the Indian 
Ocean on a regular basis as an integral 
part of our national policy. That is a wise 
policy. It is highly desirable. It subserves 
a.nd secures our national interests. 

Whether or not the United States goes 
forward with the Diego Garcia facility, 
that naval presence in the Indian Ocean 
will go forward. I t will and should con
tinue. 

With this in mind, the query arises: 
How can that policy be best and most 
meaningfully executed? Shall it be first, 
with the programed facilities and im
provements; or second, without them and 
on the basis heretofore utilized? 

Logistic strains on the Navy would be 
greatly eased if it could rely on support 
and refueling facilities at Diego Garcia. 
The operation would be more efficient. It 
would be more economical. It would be 
more effective for it.s declared purposes. 

What is needed in order to continue 
the capability of maintaining that naval 
presence? The essence is logistical sup
port. Such items as, fu·st, supply of all 
kinds: fuel, food, parts for machinery, 
weapons, and equipment; second, up
keep-maintenance of all kinds and re
pair services are very important and 
should be as close to the area of patrol 
as possible; third, to host and service the 
patrol aircraft which provide air surveil
lance support to our ships; and fow·th, 
port facilities for large ships as well as 
lesser ones, for submarines, and for air
craft attached to the mission. 

Chief item of supply is fuel. As I men
tioned earlier, at present dependence in 
that part of the world, is on local sources, 

m· upon a chain of tankers stretching over 
4,000 miles to the Philippines. As an in
dication as to what the tanker chain in
volves, consider these points: When the 
carrier Hancock was sent into the Indian 
Ocean dw·ing the 1973 October war in 
the Middle East, it took three tankers 
and two supply ships from the Western 
Pacific to support the cal.Tier task force. 

Similarly, the supply route now exist
ing is highly expensive and wasteful, in 
addition to the undue, potential hazards 
of that type of logistical arrangement. 
Such strains would be greatly eased if 
reliance for support for refueling activi
ties would be accorded by facilities for 
storage in Diego Garcia. Hence, the re
quest for fuel storage capacity for ships 
as well as for aviation fuel. 

Such storage capacity would make for 
greater certainty, stability, and reliabil
ity. It would introduce substantial econ
omies as well as greater fiexibility. 

Similar advantages would accrue in 
other forms of supply, as well as in 
services. 

The requested facilities would make 
available: First, limited in-po1·t upkeep 
for ships which can now be afforded such 
services only by way of the long voyage 
to the Philippines and back again; sec

·ond, periodic repair services; third, stor-
age for critical supplies other than fuel, 

~such as food, repair parts, ammunition
antisubmarine warfare and other ord
nance, and contingency munitions; 
fourth, servicing of patrol aircraft which 
provides surveillance support for our 
ships in the Indian Ocean. 

1:1 each of these instances and in their 
totality, the advantages upon comple-
tion of the requested program will con
stitute a vast impl'Ovement in the main-
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tenance of those naval forces which are me more. In the absence of such evi
considered as a must; that is to say. a dence. however, we must go ahead with 
vast improvement over the fashion 1n the expansion of our Diego Garcia pro
which it is presently utilized. gram. We cannot allow the Soviets the 

Mr. President, I return to my original opportunity to, in effect, take over one 
proposition: A n~ticmal policy which of the world's most vital areas. To do so 
includes a commitment to maintain a could lead to a profound and rus·astrous 
degree of navY forces in the Indian shifting of power between the free world 
ocean. The question then is: How can and the Soviet Union. 
that pJolicy and commitment be best Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, Diego 
achieved. Garcia. a tiny island in the Indian 

The answer is that the present meth- Ocean. has been one of the important 
ods are not emcient. nor are they eco- policy problems facing the Congress for 
nomical. In fact, they are costly and several years. The issue of Diego Garcia 
wasteful Present methods do not instill relates directly to the larger issue of 
that respect and that reg. :·d for the mis- American influence in the Indian Ocean 
sion of such presence to which it is en- and what our policy should be in this 
titled. respect. Recent events lead me to be-

It would be far better· to complete the lieve that this little island also will be 
installation and the improvement of the the focal point in the argument over 
facilities which the President has cer- whether this Nation means to continue 
tified as "essential to the national in- its roll as a maritime power unmatched 
terest of the United States." on the seas. It is time the Congress met 

Th...t completition does not constitute the issue head-on and settled the argu
a significant increase in military pres- ment permanently in favor of a strong 
ence. It does not signify our intent to and strategically viable fieet. 
deploy additional forces. Just what is the importance of Diego 

But it does signify our interest in Garcia in this issue? 
freedom of the seas and of the air lanes As early as November 1973, the De
above them. Also that we have an inter- partment of Defense indicated that the 
est in protecting the vital air and sea United States was heading toward a 
lanes of communication. policy of more frequent :fleet deployment 

In fact, Mr. Pr~ident, it would clearly in the Indian Ocean. Shortly after that 
indicate that along with our commit- statement by Secretary Schlesinger, the 
ment of a naval presence. there would carriers Hancock and Oriskany led a 
be a sturdy and meaningful assurance task force into the Indian Ocean. This 
that we are able to have and maintain action came- right after the "Yom Kip
the capacity to respond where ever and pur'' war of October 1973 and empha.
whenever our national interests are sized just how critical the United States 
challenged. considered the Persian Gulf resources 

The resolution should not be agreed to be to this Nation and to our allies. 
to. The improvements should go for- Our naval task force reiterated our de
ward according to the planned program. sire for security and stability in the 

In conclusion Mr. President, I would area, and it re:flected our growing con-
like to add this observation: cern over the dramatic increase in the 

Certainly all of us would prefer that Soviet ·naval presence in the Indian 
there be no Soviet naval buildup in the Ocean, with its great potential for po
Indian Ocean then we would not need litical erosion and pressure throughout 
additional facilities of our own; but who that comer of the world. 
can say with certainty that the Soviets. We have been operating in this man
in the absence of a strong U.S. capability. ner in the Indian Ocean, on a periodic 
would curb their historic adventurism basis, ever since World War II. and for 
and exercise self-restraint? On the con- good reason. Our purpose has always 
trary, during their naval exercise 1n been to give visible evidence of the U.S. 
April of this year. the number of Soviet interest in and concern for the well
ships in the Indian Ocean was doubled. being of the countries in the area and 
The northern Arabian Sea. the cross- to remind our friends of the support that 
roads of the tanker lanes from the Per- the United States will provide to deter 
sian Gulf, was the center of their activ- aggressive · measures by neighbors or 
ity. This exercise was supported by long- foreign powers. and in this fashion to 
range aircraft operating from the Soviet promote stability in an area of new and 
Union. Additionally. maritime patrol air- rapidly evolving nations. 
cran from Soviet air bases in Somalia Most certainly, there is nothing new 
took part. about the U.s. interest in the countries 

This exercise clearly demonstrates the ·surrounding the shores of the Indian 
Soviet understanding of and capability Ocean. We have had commercial and 
to disrupt these vital sea lanes. Not to financial interests of long-standing in 
respond to this danger by providing for the Indian Ocean area, and clearly the 
additional U.S. capabilities at Diego United States has demonstrated its con
Garcia could be a mistake of potentially tinual sympathetic concern for the 
disastrous dimensions. evolution of many of these countries 

Mr. President. perhaps history will one - from colonial status into modem nation 
states. The record of our aid programs 

day show that these fears were unwar- and diplomacy makes quite clear that we 
ranted. that the United States and the have sought stability and peaceful so
Soviet Onion were able to achieve a true Iutions to the many complex problems 
"detente," that the world became peace- that ·have arisen in the Indian Ocean 
ful and secure, and that this relativelY area. 
inexpensive expansion of these facilities To this normal concern for stability 
was unnecessary. Nothing would please and peace in the area, Mr. President. 

there has been added an extra dimen
sion to the policy question of whether our 
Navy should continue to operate freely 
in the Indian Ocean. 

One of our most important interests 
involves the energy resources concen
trated in the Arabian peninsula and the 
Persian Gulf countries. These energy re
sources are important not only to us but 
also to our allies and economic partners 
of western EUrope and Japan. To the ex .. 
tent that the OPEC cartel and the con
suming nations can agree on a price fo1· 
energy .. we must be assured of open sea
lanes on which to transport this oil and 
gas. Despite the opening of the Suez 
Canal. the Indian Ocean will continue to 
be significant in the transportation of oil. 
The Suez Canal is presently too narrow 
and shallow to handle an estimated 70 to 
80 percent of the tankers vresentiy sail
ing these routes. and will require 7 to 10 
years to widen and deepen the Canal to 
permit handling this traffic. 

Clearly. keeping the sealanes open to 
guard and protect our vital lifeline to the 
energy resources of the Persian Glllf in
volves a highly mobile and well-sup
ported fleet, a fleet sustained logistically 
by a built-up and well-equipped port of 
can. 

The Soviets are developing such a port 
at Berbera. Somalia. Berbera is situated 
on the north coa..st of Somalia on the 
southwestern edge of the Gulf of Aden 
near the southern entrance to the Red 
Sea. The port. has a natural harbor 1.5 
m.lles long and about a half-mile wide 
with depths of 30 to 60 feet. It is the So
viet Union's principal port of call in the 
area. and the Soviets keep nhips there on 
a continuous basis. They have an auxil
iary supply ship permanently based in 
Berbera Harbor which serves as a bar
racks ship and repair shop. The Soviets 
also maintain a radio station at Berbera, 
along with POL storage and housing. A 
short distance from Berbera, they are 
also working on an airstrip. There is 
every indication that the Soviets have 
been building their base at Berbera since 
1968 in order to service and supply a large 
fieet. With the reopening of the Suez 
Canal. a still gl'eater increase in Soviet 
naval presence in the Indian Ocean will 
be both possible and probable. 

Clearly, the Soviets see the need for 
establishing a major operating port in 
the Indian Ocean. and they are doing so. 

Meanwhile. the nearest U.S. support 
facllity to the Indian Ocean fs SUbic Bay 
in the Philippines. For a Navy task force 
to operate either in the Persian Gulf or 
the Arabian Sea. using Subic Bay as a 
port. requires a 10,000-mlle rowtd trip to 
receive logistic support. A carrier task 
force operating in the Arabian Sea re
quires at least four tankers shuttling 
back and forth from U.S.-controlled stor
age at Subic Bay. Because of the distance 
involved, a task force is restricted to an 
operating period of about 66 days in the 
Indian Ocean. 

If we had an operating port in the 
Indian Ocean. such as we propose at 
Diego Garcia, the round trip for logistic 
support would be reduced to just 3.000 
miles. Only two tankers, tns-tead of four, 
would be required. And the operating 
time of a task force Jn the Indian Ocean 
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would be increased from 60 days to about 
6 months. The longer operating cycle 
would reduce time lost in transit, permit 
maintenance of a continuing carrier 
presence and would mean far less down 
time for 7th Fleet ships operating in the 
western Pacific. 

The logic, therefore, of upgrading 
Diego Garcia seems plain to me in terms 
of increasing our effectiveness in the In
dian Ocean and cutting our costs in the 
process. But there is another considera
tion which, I am sure, my colleagues can 
appreciate and which they have no doubt 
considered. That consideration, frankly, 
has to do with changing world condi
tions and how we shall adjust to them. 

We no longer automatically call the 
tune in the western Pacific or Southeast 
Asia. Our holdings and our interests 
there no longe1· are automatically as
sured. Vietnam and Cambodia are lost 
to American influence. Thailand has in
vited us to leave. There are rumblings 
that we may even have to give up our 
large base at Subic Bay. There is no hope 
that Indonesia will allow us to develop 
a large naval base there. 

I think this consideration makes an 
upgrading on Diego Garcia imperative. 
We know that our national interests will 
dictate the operation of naval forces in 
the Indian Ocean, in the western Pacific 
and the South China Sea. Logic indicates 
we will continue to send naval forces to 
the Indian Ocean whenever necessary, 
whether we have facilities on Diego 
Garcia or not. I would think that pru
dent planning dictates that we be able 
to support these forces in the most ra
tional and economic manner possible. 
The requested facilities for Diego Garcia 
will serve this pw·pose. 

I know all about the arguments against 
Diego Garcia. There are those who say 
the United States has no business being 
in the Indian Ocean. I counter that ar
gument by saying that America cannot 
neglect that area of the world any more 
than it can ignore any other place on 
the globe. Our interests in the Indian 
Ocean are directly linked with our in
terests in Ew·ope and Asia, with our 
interest in uninterrupted energy imports 
and with our fundamental interest in 
maintaining worldwide stability. 

In April 1974, Admiral Zumwalt, then 
chief of naval operations, had this to 
say about our role in the Indian Ocean: 

In the Judgment of many observers, the 
Indian OCean has become an area With the 
potential to produce major shifts in global 
power balance over the next decade. It fol
lows that we must have the ablllty to influ
ence events in that area and the capablllty 
to deploy our military power in the region is 
an essential element of such influence. Tllat, 
1n my judgment, is the crux of the ration
ale for what we are planning to do at Diego 
Garcia. · 

What, exactly, ar~ we planning to do 
at Diego Garcia? We are not, as some 
claim, establishing, for the first time, a 
U.S. naval facility in the Indian Ocean. 
We have been operating, in a small way, 
at Diego Garcia for some time. What we 
propose to do now is upgrade our facili
ties there. SpecificallY, the Navy wants 
to enlarge the anchm·age area of the 
lagoon in orde1· that ships can anchor in 

safety. Fuel storage capacity will be in
creased. The existing 8,000-foot runway 
will be lengthened to 12,000 feet. The 
airfield ramp area will be increased, ad
ditional personnel quarters will be built 
and our existing communications facili
ties will be improved. 

These improvements do not imply a 
new role for our naval forces in the In
dian Ocean, nor do they mean that adell
tiona! naval forces will be required or 
stationed there. But they will give us the 
capability for this, and they will save us 
money in the process. 

Mr. President, I support the efforts to 
make necessary improvements to the 
facilities on Diego Garcia in order that 
our ships operating in the Indian Ocean 
will be able to receive fuel and supplies 
in an economical manner. The building 
of these facilities is a matter of saving 
money and of "keeping our powder dry." 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I am sure 
everyone in the Senate favors a strong 
defense establishment for this country. 
There is overwhelming support for every 
program necessary to insw·e the defense 
of this Nation and to give credibility to 
our worldwide responsibilities. But this 
does not mean that we are so concen1ed 
about defense that we are ready to sanc
tion each and every new opportunity to 
spend the taxpayers' dollars on new mili
tai-y and naval programs. 

The proposed Diego Garcia naval base 
in the Indian Ocean is an example of a 
step which has implications going far 
beyond those appearing on the surface. 
This is no small step made to shorten 
refueling lines. It is, without doubt, the 
beginning of a struggle for naval su
premacy in the Indian Ocean. 

Is this new stage of the arms race . 
really necessary? Or is it possible that 
through talks with the Soviet Union our 
two nations might come to an under
standing that it is in the interest of 
neither to get into yet another contest 
involving perhaps $5 to $8 billion in pro
curement funds and something ap
proaching a billion dollars a year in op
erating costs? 

However 1·emote a treaty covering 
the Indian Ocean might seem at this 
moment, there have been developments 
involving ow· two countries in recent 
years which also seemed unlikely only a 
short time before. 

But whether a treaty can be reached or 
not, the case here and now for a naval 
base in the Indian Ocean is not convinc
ing. The arguments for it appear to be 
far more those of convenience than 
necessity. 

Should Amertcan defense policy be 
based on convenience? 

Is it really in ow· best interests to risk 
an expensive new 1·ound in the arms race 
simply to make it easier and cheaper to 
operate our naval forces in that area? 

And what saving is there if having a 
base there will produce new demands 
from the Navy for more calTiers, more 
escort ships and all the rest? 

Mr. President, in place of this new in
vestment in naval stalemate I believe we 
must bend our best efforts to invest in 
more constructive ways in the future of 
this part of the world. The little nation 

of Somalia, which finds itself suddenly 
a pawn in a power struggle between the 
Soviet Union and the United States, 
needs help in finding a future for itself 
outside the Soviet orbit. The die is not 
yet cast there or anywhere else in the 
south of Africa. With wisdom and fore
sight the United States can yet win that 
fight. But building naval bases and get
ting caught up in a struggle for naval 
supremacy will contribute little toward 
this kind of goal. 

Eventually, I concede we may have to 
do this. There ma.y be reasons why we 
cannot escape such a struggle. Yet the 
burden of proof rests with the Navy and 
its proponents in the Congress. I have yet 
to see such proof. 

Until a real effort has been made to 
negotiate with the Soviet Union on In
dian Ocean deployments and until a con
vincing case can be made that the Diego 
Garcia naval base is a necessity and not 
just a convenience I shall continue to 
oppose this new adventu:..·e in brinksman
ship. 

I intend to vote in favor of Senate Res
olution 160 disapproving construction of 
the proposed naval base. I commend our 
distinguished majority leader, Senator 
MANSFIELD, for introducing it. I intend to 
vote for the resolution and urge my col
leagues to do the same. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak in support of the proposed ex
pansion of our military facilities on Diego 
Garcia. 

This small island-located in the 
Indian Ocean, nea1· both the Red Sea 
and the Persian Gulf, about midway be
tween Africa, South Asia and Southeast 
Asia-may indeed be one of the most 
strategically situated of all our military 
facilities throughout the world. The Pel·
sian Gulf and Indian Ocean are critically 
important to the United States, Mr. Pres
ident, not only because of Middle East 
oil but also because of the key air and 
sea lanes running through it. And the 
United States is not alone in having a 
critical interest in the Pe1·sian Gulf; our 
allies in NATO and Japan have an in
terest that goes just as deep. 

It is evident, Mr. President, that the 
Soviet Union too has a deep interest in 
the region and intends to undertake a 
sizable buildup of its naval forces there. 
The recent reopening of the Suez Canal 
will substantially enhance tP.e ability of 
Russia to support and reinforce its units 
in the Indian Ocean. At present the 
Soviets have at least fourteen naval fa
cilities in the West Indian Ocean, the 
most important being at Berbe1·a, So
malia. The United States has no facility 
comparable to these bases in this entire 
region, the closest similar base being at 
Subic Bay in the Philippines, 4,000 miles 
away. 

Clearly then, Mr. President, we must 
demonstrate our 1·esolve that no outside 
power will be permitted to dominate the 
Persian Gulf. We must take steps to in
sw·e that our interests, and those of our 
allies, are fully protected. Failure by the 
United States to counter Soviet en
croachment in the Indian Ocean would 
tht·eaten our national security. thereby 
threatening wol'ld peace and wot·ld 
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stability. Mr. President, the proposal to 
expand and strengthen the U.S. facilities 
on Diego Garcia has my support and I 
urge my colleagues to approve this pro
posal. 

DIEGO GARCIA ? WE STILL HAVE TIME 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
:May 19, 1975, Senator MANSFIELD intro
duced Senate Resolution 160, disapprov
ing Department of Defense construction 
on the island of Diego Garcia. After a 
thorough examination of the issue, the 
Senate Armed Services Committee re
ported that resolution adversely. The 
vote, as we all know, was not unanimous 
in committee. That, in my opinion, is as 
it often is on an issue as complex and 
important as this one, which involves 
not only military but also diplomatic 
factors. 

Today, on the :floor of the Senate, our 
distinguished colleague from Iowa, Sen
ator JoHN CULVER, presented one of the 
most lucid and well-reasoned expositions 
of the various issues involved in Senate 
Resolution 160. I think that all of us on 
the :fioor of the Senate at the time of his 
presentation will agree that he is one of 
our most articulate spokesmen on na
t ional security issues, and is to be com
mended for his thoughtfulness and in
sight into these issues. 

As chairman of the Senate delegation 
to the Soviet Union from June 28 to July 
2, I also would like at this point to thank 
the junior Senator from Iowa, Mr. CUL
VER, for his contribution to our :ielega
tion. I can attest personally to his abil
ity to forcefully and effectively discuss 
national security issues with foreign offi
cials from the perspective of the U.S. 
Senate and U.S. national security 
interests. 

My decision to support the Mansfield 
resolution was made after a thorough ex
amination of the background of the De
fense request to expand facilities on 
Diego Garcia. In reaching this decision, 
I reviewed the arguments for and against 
the request and the findings of the Sen
ate delegation to Somalia, and discussed 
the Diego Garcia project with Depart
ment of Defense officials. Had it been 
possible to offer an amendment to the 
resolution of disapproval, I would have 
done so, in order to make clear that the 
intent of the Senate was not to scuttle 
the project, but to give us time to enter 
negotiations and try to prevent an arms 
race in the Indian Ocean area. I will 
speak more of this later, but first let me 
share with you some of the thinking 
which went into my final decision. 

BACKGROUND ON DIEGO GARCIA 

Diego Garcia is an atoll in the Indian 
Ocean over which the United Kingdom 
exercises sovereignty. Per two agreements 
with the British Government-1966 and 
1972-the United States is authorized to 
use Diego Garcia "to meet the needs of 
both Governments for defense" and for 
"a limited naval communications facil
ity." 

Currently, the United States maintains 
a limited communications facility on 
Diego Garcia. It has an 8,000 foot run
way and a dredged turning basin in the 
lagoon for ships. The latter fs used by 
sh ips which provide logistical support of 

the communications station. About 430 
U.S. personnel and 20 British military 
personnel are based in Diego Garcia. 

The improvements proposed by De
partment of Defense would upgrade the 
runway and lagoon, develop an ammuni
tion and fuel storage complex, and devel
op support facilities for the personnel 
assigned to Diego Garcia-for example, 
chapel, club, recreational facilities, hobby 
shop, theater, library. As a result of 
these improvements, C-5A's and, in 
emergencies, B-52's would be able to land 
on Diego Garcia and aircraft carriers 
could dock in the port. The U.S. per
manent presence on the atoll would be 
increased to 600. Total cost of this con
struction is $37,802,000. 

An ad referendum agreement to per
mit this construction has been reached 
with the British. The British will not sign 
the agreement until Congress approves 
the construction. 

ARGUMENTS FOR CONSTRUCTION 

Three arguments for improving U.S. 
facilities on Diego Garcia were offered by 
DOD, and those in the Senate who sup
ported DOD's request. These were that 
the expanded facilities are necessary: 

First. To enable the United States to 
counter the increasing Soviet presence 
in the Indian Ocean area; 

Second. To enable the United States 
to protect its vital interests in the Indian 
Ocean area-access to crude oil and 
freedom of the seas; and 

Third. To provide secure support, at a 
reasonable cost, to the U.S. forces in the 
event of contingencies. 

ARGUMENTS AGAINST CONSTRUCTION 

Nine arguments were advanced by op
ponents of the expansion. They were: 

First. Prior to embarking on construc
tion, we should try negotiation. Despite 
congressional interest in negotiation
expressed in the Armed Services Com
mittee t·eport at the time that the Con
gress voted to require Presidential certi
fication of the essential need-no at· 
tempt to engage the Soviets in discus
sions or negotiations for mutual restraint 
in the Indian Ocean area were made. 
Most, if not all, the nations of the area 
would support mutual restraint. 

Second. The publicly stated opinions 
of the littoral nations should be respected. 
To disregard the public statements of 
leaders in the area could create ill will 
toward the United States. 

Third. The Soviet presence in the 
area, including the reported facility at 
Berbera, is limited. It provides no major 
challenge to the American, French, and 
British forces in the area which collec
tively are much stronger than Soviet 
forces in the area and have access to a 
greater number of ports. The French 
alone have a great number of port facili
ties and a greater number of ships per
manently deployed in the Indian Ocean 
than any other power. 

Fourth. The Soviet facilities at Ber· 
bera are not as ominous as DOD claims. 
The Soviet presence in Somalia repre
sents a potential threat in the future, 
but not a current risk to U.S. interests. 
The tactical and strategic balance in the 
Indian Ocean still favors the United 
States and its allies. 

Fifth. The United States has no treaty 
obligations in the area. Since we have no 
obligation to consider deployment of 
forces into the countries of the region, 
there is no need to expand the facilities 
on Diego Garcia in order to adequately 
support a larger contingent of forces in 
the area. Our interests in maintaining 
freedom of the seas and safe transit for 
oil supplies can be served by working in 
concert with other nations. 

Sixth. While stability in the Indian 
Ocean area is important to us, it is less 
essential to our security than to the se
curity of some of our allies. 

We should act in concert with them, 
rather than attempt to unilaterally police 
the area. It is reasonable to assume that 
France and Britain, which are far more 
dependent than the United States on 
Persian Gulf oil and which retain facili
ties in the area, would act to protect 
their access to oil supplies and freedom 
of navigation. 

Seventh. The primary threat to United 
States, French, and British interests is 
a cutoff of oil supplies. This is a threat 
posed by Persian Gulf nations, not the 
Soviet Union. 

Eighth. There is no firm agreement 
with the British on usage of the facilities 
on Diego Garcia. The ad referendum 
agreement reached provides for use of 
the facility for routine operations. The 
British have publicly stated that use of 
the facilities other than for routine pur
poses would "be a matter of joint deci
sion of the two governments." 

Ninth. Expansion of facilities on Diego 
Garcia would not provide us with suffi
cient capabilities to conduct major mili
tary operations in the Indian Ocean area. 
The expansion of facilities on the island 
is not necessary if our only goal is to 
show the :fiag: If our goal is greater, this 
and the assoCiated costs of a three-ocean 
Navy-$5 to $8 billion operating costs
should be acknowledged. 

OTHER FINDINGS 

In addition to considering these argu
ments, I considered the findings of the 
Senate delegation, led by Senator BART
LETT, which visited Somalia during the 
July 4 recess. 

The members of the group agreed that 
the Soviets do have some facilities in 
Somalia-missile storage and communi
cations. The latter are definitely under 
Soviet control; the former may be. The 
group also agreed that the Soviets have 
access to other facilities-an airfield and 
port facilities. But, the group members 
differed in their interpretations of the 
military capabilities and significance of 
t~e facilities they saw. Some felt that the 
Soviet military potential in Somalia is 
significant and helps justify construction 
on Diego Garcia-others considered the 
Soviet potential less substantial. 

I also discussed the need for Diego 
Garcia with DOD officials. They indi
cated that a decision to permit the con
struction would not affect the U.S. ca
pability to deploy forces to the area so 
much as it would the cost of deploying 
the forces. This I took as a clear signal 
that it is not vital that we go ahead now 
with the expansion on Diego Garcia
the expansion may be important to om· 
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interests, but it is not an urgent priority 
which should override all other consid
erations. 

We discussed the possibilities of limit
ing superpower military presence in the 
Indian Ocean area. The DOD o:ffi.cials 
argued that, if we were to enter nego
tiations to limit superpower military 
presence now, without having first de
cided to expand our facilities at Diego 
Garcia, we would be at a disadvantage
the Soviets could tie us up for years in 
negotiations while they expanded their 
facilities in Berbera. This argument has 
some merit. 

MY DECISION 

I reached my decision to support the 
Mansfield resolution only after carefully 
weighing all of the above arguments, 
pro and con. 

Quite frankly, I share my colleagues' 
concern about the potential impact which 
a decision to go ahead with the construc
tion may have on the possibilities for pre
venting an arms race in the Indian 
Ocean area. I would have greatly pre
ferred the administration first attempt
ing to negotiate an agreement to limit 
Soviet and United States military pres
ence in the area. At the same time, I 
sympathize with the argument that to 
approve the Mansfield resolution might 
encourage the Soviet Union to string out 
negotiations. I would have preferred, in 
this situation, to amend the Mansfield 
resolution to delay for 1 year the expan
sion of facilities on Diego Garcia unless 
during this period of time the Soviets 
significantly expanded their presence in 
the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf area 
or the President was able to reach an 
arms limitation agreement. 

In the first case, we would go ahead 
immediately with the construction. In 
the second, we would forgo expansion. 
Since I was unable to offer a bill to do 
this because of the parliamentary situ
ation, I decided to support the Mansfield 
resolution as the approach more likely 
to encourage effective negotiation and 
discourage another arms race. 

While I was unable to offer my bm 
during the debate, I would like to share 
it with the Senate now, as an expression 
of my sentiments on this issue. I ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed 
Jn the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the copy 
of the proposed bill was ordered to be 
printed 1n the REcoRD, as follows: 

s.-
A b111 to delay the use of funds for military 

construction on the Island of Diego Ga.rcla 
Be ft enacted by the Senate and House 

of RepresentaUves of the Untted States of 
America tn Con{fl'ess assembled, That not
withstanding any other provision of law, no 
funds heretofore authorized for the construc
tion of any military faclllty on the Island 
of Diego Garcia may be obligated for such 
purpose-

( 1) prior to September 1, 1976, unless the 
President determines and notifies the Con
gress in writing that the Soviet Union has, 
after the date of enactment of this Act, con
tinued to construct and substantia.lly ex
pand mllltary facllltles in Somalia, the In
dian Ocean and the Persian Gulf a.rea.. 

(2) after September 1, 1976, unless the 
President is unsuccessful in negotiating an 
agreement with the Soviet Union by Sep
tember 1, 1976 to 11m1t the military presence 

of both the Soviet Union and the United The interest of the free world in main-
States in the Indian Ocean area. taining the flow of oil from the Per-

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the reso- sian Gulf through the Indian Ocean can
lution <S. Res. 160) to disapprove mill- not be doubted, and for this reason the 
tary construction on Diego Garcia island political stability of the nations in that 
in the Indian Ocean involves both budg- part of the world should concern us. 
etary and foreign policy questions. The question is whether building a 

Construction of the proposed naval fa- naval facility at Diego Garcia is the 
cility and improvements to the air base right step to take at this time in order to 
f acilitiy on Diego Garcia will cost $118 protect these interests. 
million over a 2-year period. Included in The present military balance is not 
these costs are military construction of unfavorable to the free world. It is true 
$37.8 million, operations and mainte- that the Soviet Union has gradually 
nance of $25.3 million, procurement of expanded its naval forces in the Indian 
$19.7 million and military personnel costs Ocean, and presently maintains a small 
of $53.2 million. force of about nine warships in the area. 

The naval facility would support a The Soviet Union is also building a 
carrier t:1sk force operating in the Indian naval facility at Berbera, in Somalia. But 
Ocean for approximately 30 days, while collectively the American and French 
the air base improvements would allow forces in the area are stronger and have 
the operations of :fighter aircraft, large access to a greater number of ports. And 
transports and aerial refueling tankers. the United States periodically deploys 
In testimony before the Senate Armed large additional forces to the area for 
Services Committee, Secretary of De- extended cruises. 
fense James R. Schlesinger said: The nations of the Indian Ocean lit-

This $118 million base expansion is a. small toral-which includes some of our closest 
insurance investment with regard to loglsti- allies--are not enthusiastic about the 
cal capability. proposed U.S. naval base at Diego Garcia. 

Said Schlesinger: Even Australia has publicly expressed its 
opposition to the proposed construction. 

We are dealing with $100 million, rather The United Nations General Assembly, on 
than vast expenditures. several occasions since 1971, has urged 

I must correct the impression t11at this that the Indian Ocean be a "zone of 
is an inconsiderable sum of money, and peace." In view of these attitudes, it is 
hence not a budget issue. Recently, I hard to see how our general interests in 
joined the Senate in rejecting an amend- the area will be served by the proposed 
ment to the child nutrition bill <H.R. construction. 
4222) proposed by Senator McGOVERN Moreover, according to testimony last 
and others to offer reduced price meals year by CIA Director William Colby be
under the school lunch program to stu- fore the Senate Armed Services Commit
dents from families in certain income tee, there is a very real prospect that the 
brackets just as free meals are now pro- Soviet Union will match any increase in 
vided to the neediest students. That the U.S. presence in the Indian Ocean. It 
amendment would have . cost only $200 does not require much imagination to 
million this year. Although I was in sym- see that this could lead to a United 
pathy with its purposes, I opposed the States-Soviet naval arms race in the In
amendment for one reason only: It was dian Ocean, requiring large permanent 
above the budget targets we agreed to in fleet deployments in that area. The 
May, and would have increased the deft- Brookings Institution has made a con
cit. It is my firm view that we must apply servative estimate that an Indian Ocean 
the same standards of austerity to all fleet, if added to our present naval de
Federal programs. In this regard, military ployments, would require $5 to $8 billion 
programs must stand on the same footing in new ship construction and $800 mil-
as school children. lion per year in direct operating costs. 

Mr. President, as matters stand today, Defense Secretary Schlesinger recent-
we face the very real prospect that the ly testified that the Navy has no present 
defense authorization and appropria- plans for expanded operations in the In
tions bills now making their way through dian Ocean. But as my colleagues are 
the legislative process will exceed the aware, these positions have a way of 
budget targets which we all agreed to in changing over time. I have do doubt that 
May, not by $100 m1111on or $200 million, if the Diego Garcia facility is approved, 
but by $1 billion or $2 billlon or more. In it will not be long before the need to sus
this situation, it would be the height of tain Indian Ocean operations will be used 
irresponsibility to dismiss a $118 mn- to justify an increase in the number of 
lion project as of no budgetary signifi- Navy warships. 
cance. Should the Soviets make a serious 

The proposed construction on Diego move to establish military dominance in 
Garcia should meet the strictest test of the Indian Ocean, we would have no 
necessity if it is to win our approval in choice but to respond. But in view of the 
this time of painful budget choices. I current absence of any serious threat, it 
b th t th 1 f ·1s th t te t is my judgment that there is ample time 

elieve a e proposa al a 8 • for diplomatic initiatives to avoid a naval 
and I intend to vote for Senate Resolu- arms race in the region. 
tion 160, in order to disapprove the pro- Last year the Senate agreed that we 
posed naval facility. should not approve construction on 

The foreign policy issue is whether · Diego Garcia until the President certi
the United States should establish a per- fied in writing to the Congress that he 
manent naval base in the Indian Ocean had fully reevaluated the mllitary and 
at this time, as a prelude to greater un1- foreign policy implications of the pro
lateral military involvement in that re- posed lease. In its report on the fiscal 
gion of the world. 1975 military construction authorization 
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bill, the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee stipulated that the reevaluation 
should include "a thorough explanation 
of the possibility of achieving, with the 
Soviet Union, mutual military restraint 
without jeopardizing U.S. interests in the 
area of the Indian Ocean." 

But in a letter to Senator CuLVER dated 
July 15, the State Department reports 
that the administration has decided not 
to approach the Soviets at the present 
time. In fact, the administration has not 
sought a Soviet response to any proposal 
for arms limitations in the Indian Ocean 
since 1971. 

In view of the administration's utter 
lack of initiative in this question, and in 
view of the large stakes involved, I have 
joined as cosponsor of an amendment 
proposed by Senators KENNEDY, PELL, 
and CRANSTON to S. 1517, the omnibus 
foreign relations authorization bill. This 
amendment expresses the sense of the 
Senate that the President should seek 
negotiations with the Soviet Union to 
achieve mutual limitations of naval and 
other military deployments in the Indian 
Ocean. 

It is, of course, possible that the So
viets have no interest in such a proposal. 
But we should first make the effort to 
establish this fact. If this diplomatic ini
tiative should fail despite a good faith 
effort by the administration to establish 
naval limits in the Indian Ocean, I still 
do not believe the only response open to 
the United States is a unilateral expan
sion of our own military involvement. 
One avenue which would be worth ex
ploration in that event has been sug
gested by Senator TAFT. 

He has wisely noted that our European 
allies have a far greater interest in the 
Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean than 
does the United States, and that the 
Ew·opeans have naval forces capable of 
defending that interest. If efforts to 
avoid an arms race in the Indian Ocean 
should fail, I believe we then should en
courage our allies to take the appropriate 
steps to defend their interests. 

I would like to add that I also support 
another important diplomatic initiative 
recently recommended by Senator BART
LETT of Oklahoma following his visit to 
Somalia to examine the Soviet naval base 
and missile facility at Berbera. Senator 
BARTLETT's report indicates to me a seri
ous interest on the part of the Somali 
Go·vernment in establishing better rela
tions with the United States, possibly as 
a counterweight to Soviet influence in 
that country. I strongly endorse the Sen
ator's recommendations that the Pl.·esi
dent explore every opportunity to exploit 
this diplomatic opening. 

In sum, I shall supportS. 160, to dis
approve military construction on Diego 
Garcia. I believe the expenditure of $118 
million to construct this naval facility 
is not justified at this time by the na
tional interest. To undertake this mar
ginal project before exploring all diplo
matic opportunities to limit our naval 
involvement in the Indian Ocean and 
prevent a destabilizing arms race would 
be the Wl'ong thing to do, both in terms 
of our budget priorities and in terms of 
our foreign policy objectives. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Senate 

Resolution 160 appears to overlook en
tirely the strategic importance of the In
dian Ocean to the Free World. The In
dian Ocean constitutes 28 million square 
miles. It is bordered by 40 countries con
taining the world's richest known sup
plies of minerals and fuels. 

The continent of Africa, which borders 
this vast body of water, contains all of 
the world's 53 most important minerals, 
including 34 percent of its bauxite, 23 
percent of its uranium, 60 percent of its 
gold, and 96 percent of the world's dia
monds. Many of these natural resources 
are located in southern Africa, and are 
vitally significant to the United States. 
Zambia and Zaire, for example, provide 
the United States with 47 percent of its 
cobalt requirements; South Africa sup
plies 24 percent of our chrome require
ments; and Madagascar provides 22 per
cent of our graphite. 

Soviet penetration of the Indian Ocean 
creates a clear and present danger to 
the economic and military interests not 
only of the African states, but to those 
of every country in the Free World. Since 
1968, the Soviets have been quietly build
ing up their naval presence in the Ocean. 
In addition to its facilities along the 
Mediterranean in North Africa, the So
viet Navy has established naval facilities 
in Ethiopia, Somalia, Kenya, Tanzania, 
Mauritius, Jordan, North and South Ye
men, Aden, Iraq, Kuwait, Iran, India, 
Pakistan, Ceylon, and Singapore. More 
facilities may soon be built in Madagas
car and even Mozambique. 

Some of these facilities are quite ex
tensive, as seen in Somalia. In Aden, the 
Sovi'ets have both port and air facilities 
at two former British bases. According to 
the U.S. Chief of Naval Operations, the 
Soviets also maintain several permanent 
mooring buoys in the Indian Ocean and 
fleet anchorages in several locations near 
the island of Socotra and near the Cha
gos Archipelago. 

What is more, the Soivet Union has 
also been actively engaged in a program 
of expanding many of its facilities in the 
host countries. It has constructed a com
munications station near Berbera; it has 
assisted in the enlargement of facilities 
at the Iraqui naval base at Umm Qasr 
and at the Indian naval base at Vishek
hapatnam. Most important, it has built 
a very significant deep water port at Ber
bera in Somalia. 

The increased activity of the Soviet 
Navy in this area of the world can also 
be seen when we examine the number of 
ship days accumulated by the Soviet 
Navy in recent years. In 1968, according 
to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the number was a mere 529. In 
1970 it climbed to 1,670. In 1972 the 
Soviet Navy logged 2,387 ship days in 
the Ocean, and in 1973 rose to 2,487. 
These figures, I might add, involve only 
combatant ships and do not include aux
iliary and support vessels. In contrast to 
Soviet naval presence in the Indian 
Ocean, the highest number of ship days 
recorded by the U.S. Navy during this 
period was 1,410 in 1973. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt in my 
mind that the Indian Ocean is rapidly 
becoming a Soviet lake. The implications 
of this are far reachinf when we stop to 
consider not only the tremendous natural 

wealth of Africa, but the political insta
bility and Communist activity that is 
presently plaguing so many of the Afri
can countries. At this very moment, the 
situation is critical in Angola; and in 
Mozambique there is the possibility of 
Soviet control of that Nation's harbors, 
the most important of which is the vital 
deep water port of Nacala. If the Soviets 
were to control Nacal and Diego Suarez, 
the important military base that the 
French are evacuating, they could effec
tively block the narrow Mozambique 
channel between Madagascar and Mo
zambique and thus interdict the oil traf
fic from the Persian Gulf to Western 
Europe and the North American Conti
nent. 

Through control of these strategic 
areas, the Soviet Union would be in a 
position to cripple the West economi
cally; and it would also allow the Soviets 
to exploit any revolutionary situations 
that might develop-and are likely to 
develop-in the future. 

The conclusion is inescapable, Mr. 
President, that even the development of 
Diego Garcia is an inadequate response 
to the Soviet build-up in the Indian 
Ocean. To prohibit the construction of 
military facilities at Diego Garcia is 
therefore tantamount to giving the So
viets domination of the Indian Ocean. 
In the words of Mr. J. A. Parker, a very 
knowledgeable American black leader 
who has studied Africa extensively: 

The combined U.S.S.R. strategy of political 
influencing onshore and naval penetration 
offshore in the Indian Ocean is likely, in the 
absence of decisive countering by the West
ern alliance, to be intensified in the event of 
a Portuguese withdrawal from Angola and, 
in particular, Mozambique. 

This in turn would strengthen the Com
munist potential to interdict oil supplies and 
mercantile traffic in general to and from 
Western nations, and would entrench and 
strengthen the prior presence of the USSR 
along the Eastern seaboard of Africa. Thus 
Soviet capab1llty for exploiting any possible 
revolutionary situations or conflict crises that 
might occur in the fUture grows rapidly, and 
signals danger to the industrialized West, 
which relies on the free supply and passage 
from one of the world's richest known sources 
of strategic minerals. 

Mr. President, I think Senators will be 
interested in a fine commentary on the 
general subject of our security interests 
in the Persian Gulf and the Western 
Indian Ocean. This commentary was 
written by the distinguished author, 
Anthony Harrigan. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Harrigan's commentary be printed 1n the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the com
mentary was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 
SECURITY INTERESTS IN THE PERSIAN GULF 

AND WESTERN INDIAN OCEAN 
(By Anthony Harrigan) 

(NoTE.-Anthony Harrigan is a former 
newspaper editor and the author of seven 
book:S on mllltary and national affairs, in
cludmg "Defence Against Total Attack" and 
"A Guide to the War in Vietnam." He is a 
former Research Associate at the Georgetown 
University Centre of Strategic and Interna
tional Studies and former Managing Editor 
of the American Security Council's Wash
ington Report. He has contributed widely to 
professional military journals in the United 
States and in allied countries. He has lee-
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tured at the U.S. National War College, 
South African Defence College and other 
academic institutions. Since 1970, he has 
been Executive Vice President of the United 
States Industrial Council.) 

Since the opening of the twentieth cen
tury, the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans have 
been the primary theatres of history for the 
people of the United States. Two world wars 
and lesser confiicts have been fought on 
those oceans and on the continents they 
separate. As we approach the final quarter 
of the twentieth century, however, it is in
creasingly clear that the Indian Ocean is 
becoming the new arena of political confiict. 
More particularly, one of the arms of that 
ocean-the 500-mile long Persian Gulf-has 
become a focus of our strategic concerns. 

The vastness of this ocean region is little 
comprehended by the U.S. public. The en
tire Indian Ocean is 4,000 miles wide by 4,000 
miles long. One statistic indicates the scope 
of the naval security problems involved in 
this region. From Durban, South Africa to 
Aden, at the entrance to the Red Sea, is a 
distance of 3,275 miles. The sea frontier 
from Aden on the Arabian Peninsula to the 
Gulf of Oman is more than 1,200 miles. The 
Western Indian Ocean, the area of special 
concern to the United States and the NATO 
countries, embraces the Arabian Sea-the 
waters between Arabia and India--and a 
vast stretch of ocean to the south in which 
are located several major island groups. U 
has been an ocean of destiny since the dawn 
of history, with Indians, Chinese, Romans, 
Arabs and many other peoples trading and 
waging war on its reaches. 

The source of the confiict today can be 
encapsulated in a. single word: oil. The en
ergy needs of the industrialized Northern 
Hemisphere countries dictate a profound 
concern with access to the oil resources of 
the Persian Gulf (more than sixty per cen~ 
of the world's proven reserves} and with the 
security of the tanker routes through the 
Gulf and across the Western Indian Ocean 
in time of war or political crisis. 

Widespread concern with the Persian Gulf 
and Western Indian Ocean dates from com
paratively recent times in the United States 
and in the NATO countries. In 1967, when 
Great Britain began to withdraw from its 
bastions east of Suez, the Persian Gulf was 
virtually a British lake. Britain maintained 
key control points in the Indian Ocean from 
Aden in the west to Singapore in the east. 
But within a year of the British withdrawal, 
which created a power vacuum, the Soviet 
Union began to dispatch strong naval forces 
into the Indian Ocean. Iraq, at the head of 
the Persian Gulf, is not a Soviet client state. 
The Soviets have facUlties at Indian ports. 
As the results of various agreements, they 
have access to ports in Aden, Somalia and 
Mauritius. Indeed almost all the control 
points in the Western Indian Ocean-Zanzi
bar on the East African coast, Socotra at the 
entrance to the Red Sea, Madagascar, Ceylon 
(Sri Lanka.) -are in the hands of powers hos
tile to the West. Of these extensive British 
strong points, only the Cape of Good Hope
the "Bastion of the South"-remains under 
anti-Communist Western control. 

It was from these shore and island posi
tions that Great Britain dominated the In
dian Ocean world. The Soviet Union is well 
on its way to controlling or infiuencing the 
nations that hold the majority of these key 
points. The only recent gain by the West-
and it is a very modest gain-is the develop
ment of a U.S. Navy communications sta
tion on the British island of Diego Garcia 
south of the Indian subcontinent. This small 
station helps close a gap in America's world
wide communications system. But in no 
sense 1s it a major naval base. The 8,000 foot 
runway on Diego Garcia is an element-but 
only a single element-in the network of 
airfields the West needs ln order to deploy 
aerial might 1n the region 1n the event of a 

crisis. Satellites provide intelligence data, 
but any lengthy interruption of surface 
shipping or other hostlle action would re
quire deployment of tactical aircraft appro
priate to the situation. 

OUR DEPENDENCE ON OIL 

It is the danger of interrupted oil move
ments that gives concern in the United 
States, Europe and Japan. The most vulner
able country is Japan. Almost ninety per cent 
of its energy comes from the Persian Gulf. 
An oil embargo or interruption of tanker 
traffic would shut down Japanese industrial 
production and plunge the world's third 
strongest economy into crisis. While the 
Japanese seek new oil sources in Indochina 
and Australia and are pushing ahead with 
nuclear power plant construction, their de
pendence on the Persian Gulf will continue 
well into the 1980s. 

Europe's dependence is almost as great. 
Japan and Europe together import more than 
700 million gallons of oil per day from the 
Persian Gulf. European imports from the 
Gulf are expected to increase 450 per cent 
over the next decade, despite development of 
the North Sea oil and gas fields and French 
advances in nuclear technology. The figures 
are revealing. Britain obtains 66.1 per cent 
of her oil from the Gulf states, Italy 84.5 
per cent, France 51.1 per cent and West 
Germany 62 per cent. Australia, which gets 
69 per cent of its oil from the Persian Gulf, 
also has a tremendous security stake in the 
area. 

Until recently, the Persian Gulf was not a 
significant source of energy for the United 
States, with only three per cent coming from 
that source. Over the next five years. how
ever, imports from the Gulf may account for 
twenty-five per cent of U.S. oil supplies de
spite the U.S. goal of energy sufficiency. The 
dollar drain for these Persian Gulf oil pur
chases already is enormous. A total of $2.1 
billion was spent for Middle East oil in 1970. 
The Petroleum Council estimates of costs 
range from $9 billion to $13 billion in 1985. 
This is not surprising, however, in view of 
the tact that the United StateS 1s the largest 
consumer of petroleum in the world. 

Given the projected size and cost of the 
Persian Gulf oil imports, it is no wonder that 
the Gulf and the Western Indian Ocean sud
denly have become very significant areas to 
the United States. Drew Middleton, Mllitary 
Editor of the New York Times, has said that 
"Military planners expect that the strategic 
interests of the United States and global 
strategy in general will pivot on the Persian 
Gulf late in this decade as a result of com
petition for the area's oil ... 

It already has been a shock to many 
Americans to realize the extent of their 
groWing dependency on energy from this re
mote, unstable, and often hostile part of the 
world. Before long, the American government 
and people are likely to find this dependency 
intolerable. The United States, as a result, 
should move ahead on a crash basis to de;. 
velop its domestic energy sources-to expand 
coal production, to institute new coal gasifi
cation methods, to open Arctic and offshore 
oil fields, to extract oil from shale and sands, 
which exist in vast quantities in North Amer
ica, and to accelerate progress toward fast 
breeder nuclear reactors and the fusion proc
ess. Faced by great challenges, the United 
States has shown the capacity to work sci
entific, engineering and economic miracles. 
In all likelihood, however, it wlll take the 
United States a decade to augment its do
mestic energy sources to the point where it 
need not be vastly concerned about oll im
ports. In the meantime, the United States 
Will be dependent on oil from the Persian 
Gulf that 1s moved by tanker across the 
Western Indian Ocean. 

In this connection, it is pertinent to note 
the danger of proposals that the United 
States should by its own Investment pollcy 

become dependent upon imports of Soviet 
fuels, as the Federal Republic of Germany is 
doing. Such action would give hostage to an 
enemy for our future behaviour. 

William F. Case, an oil expert with the 
U.S. Department of Transportation, has 
drawn the conclusion that "if events are al
lowed to follow a natural course, the United 
States will almost certainly face an eight to 
ten year period beginning in 197fr-77 of crit
ical dependence on Middle East oil." 

For Western Europe, the dependence may 
last considerably longer-until the atomic 
fusion process is perfected and working on 
a large scale. Few Western states are free 
of major worries with respect to energy. 
Ironically, one of these is an Indian Ocean 
country without any oil. As the South Afr i
can Financial Gazette has pointed out: 

"South Africa, with its vast, readily avail
able coal reserves, is in the vanguard of coun
tries determined to be self-sufficient in its 
energy resources, and can regard the present 
situation with a degree of equanimity . . . 
In the case of South Africa, its oil from coal 
production know-how and huge coal and ura
nium reserves render it much less vulner
able than most Western nations to the in
evitable fuel price increase of the near fu
ture." 

SHAPING A STRATEGY 

The United States and the NATO coun
tries are not in this happy situation, how
ever, and must develop an overall strategy 
for maintaining access to Persian Gulf oil. 
And although the United States played the 
major role in developing oil in Saudi Arabia, 
it 1s at a severe disadvantage in shaping a 
polltico-milltary strategy for the period 
ahead, in which it must have access to oil 
from the Gulf. 

First, there is the problem of distance. The 
only U.S. facllities in the area are the com
munications stations at Diego Garcia and at 
Northwest Cape in Australia. Indeed the 
U.S. position in Australia may be insecure in 
view of the increasingly pacifist policy of the 
current Australian government. 

America's overseas base structure was de
signed for confiicts in the Atlantic and Pa
cific, not for the remote Indian Ocean. The 
well-equipped naval base at Simonstown at 
the Cape of Good Hope is a useful fa-eility 
for American warships, but the Johnson Ad
minlstratlon ordered a halt to U.S. ship 
visits to South African ports and ended the 
joint naval exercises that had been standard 
procedure during the Eisenhower Adminis
tration. This policy of snubbing a vital, tech
nologically advanced ally 1n the Indian 
Ocean remains in force. 

It is doubtful that the United States could 
maintain adequate naval and air contin
gents in the Western Indian Ocean without 
!recourse to Simonstown. Deployment of ships 
and aircraft from the United States to the 
Indian Ocean requires a huge investment in 
dollars and manpower. Dr. Alvin J. Cottrell, 
Director of Research for the Centre for Stra .. 
tegic and International Studies at George
town University, has noted: 

"Some people talk about a modest in
crease of two U.S. ships at Bahrein (in the 
Persian Gulf), which would be possible un
der the established ceiling. But to put two 
more ships there, we would need a total of 
twelve ships. Sending them all the way from 
the East Coast of the United States means a 
requirement of 3: 1 in terms of ships on sta
tion to ships en route and being readied." 

Some observers may question whether a 
limited U.S. commitment of ships would so 
alter the power balance in the Western In
dian Ocean as to add significantly to U.S. 
security in the area or to enhance the protec
tion of the oil tramc 1n which the United 
States 1s vitally interested. Time and again 
throughout the post-World War period the 
Soviets have been checked in their ambitions 
by a limited U.S. presence. Certainly, the 
U.S. Berlin garrison could not stop a serious 
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Soviet assault. The embarked battalion of 
u.s. Marines 1n the Mediterranean is a token 
force .compared to what the Soviets could 
quickly muster in the area. In practice, the 
Soviets ha:v.e been unwilling to risk a major 
confrontation involving U.S. armed forces, 
whatever their size, whereas they might be 
tempted to risk a fait accompli in the West
ern Indian Ocean in the absence of any U.S. 
naval foroes. Moreover, the deployment of a 
limited U.S. force w.ould be essential to In
ducing .other Western nations to make com
mitments of forces t<> a great-er allied 
presence. 

Recognizing that the great powers will be 
drawn more and more into the Indian Ocean, 
it is necessary to consider also the respecti>e 
possibilities for the deployment of Free W<>rld 
and Communist airpower. As mentioned 
enrlier, the u.s. facility on Diego Garcia in 
~1e middle of the Indian Ocean provides only 
a very limited capability for handling air
craft, though a small number of reconnais
st~Jnce Hights oould be made from the tsland. 
What would be needed in a crisis situation, 
however, would be airfields closer to the 
major sea lanes. The air1lelds in Western 
Australia. though available, are far removed 
from the danger points. The airfield of 
Perth, for example, is approximately 5,000 
miles fr<>m Aden. 

Fortunately, the Iranians have pushed air
field construction. At present, they have mil
itary ,tet fields at Bushire, Kish and Banda.r 
Abbas -on the Persian Gt'llf of Oman near the 
P·akistan border. This base will be ideally 
situated to provide air cover for ships operat
ing in the Arabian Sea. 

The French have important airfields at 
Djibouti on the Gulf of Aden and on Re
union Island 400 miles east of Madagascar. 
Djibouti is especia.lly important beeause 
(gh"eft French cooperation with the United 
States and other Western countries) aircraft 
based there could monitor ocean areas 
around the Horn of Africa and south along 
the coast of Somalia. Diego Suarez, the 
former French naval base on Madagascar, 
would be of tremendous value to the West in 
any naval confrontation or oil movement 
crisis in the Indian Ocean. At this time, how
ever, access to naval bases and airfields 1n 
the Malagasy Republic is not available. Ob
ta.tnlng access to these facmttes should be a 
priority political objective for the oil con
suming nations of the West. 

The decision of the Portuguese to with
draw from Mozambique is a very serious set
back to Western interests. Up to early 1974 
there was some reason to hope that ports 
and airfields In Mozambique might become 
available to the West in time of crisis in the 
India:a Ocean. 13ut the radically altered polit
ical situation in that territory eliminates 
that possibility. 

Given the revolutionary change in Mozam
bl1J.ue, the United States w11l have to take a 
new look at the posslblllty of defence co
ordination With the Republic of South Africa. 

Indeed, co-ordination With Portugal's suc
cessors and the Republlc of South Africa is 
imperative lf the tanker traffic is to be safe
guarded on both the Indian Ocean approach
es t-o the Cape of Good Hope and in the ad
jacent South Atlantic area. South Africa has 
a significant navy, equipped with modern 
French submarines, British-built frigates and 
a variety of other ships and weapons. It pos
sesses a truly modern communications head
quarters at Simonstown, capable of monitor
ing ship movements tbrough a large area of 
the Western Indian Ocean. It has a network 
of fully modern airbases, plus supporting 
aircraft facUlties, throughout its coastal 
zones. Its air force Is equipped with French 
l\1irage fighters and other superlative equip
ment, lacking only long-range maritime air
craft. An elements -of the South African 
defense forces are 1n a high state of combat 
re-adiness. 'They could play a key role 1n any 

situation involving a threat to oil lifelines 
of the Western countries. 

In the event of a major crlsis, it must be 
assumed that the Soviet Union could execute 
a forward deployment of its ~wn involving 
dispatch of aircraft to Aden, India and 
Somalia. Tanzania is oriented towards Peking 
1·ather than Moscow~ and the Chinese Com
munists have been building a military air
field near Dar-es-Salaam; but Soviet access 
to that airfield cannot be ruled out in view 
of Tanzania's stance against the Western 
powers. 

The deployment of U.S. naval vessels and/ 
or squadrons is not a .substitute for a na
tional strategy covering the Western Indian 
Ocean. The situation has changed completely 
since the days when the Brtti.sh were domi
nant in the area. Aside from the SOviet naval 
presence, which consists of a substantial task 
force of approximately a dozen or more mod
ern ships, there are the rapidly expanding 
mllitary capabilities of several littoral na
tions plus the problem of serious :subversion 
and insurgency in others. Thus, the Western 
Indian Ocean area equation gets more com
plicated year by year. 

CONFLICT SITUATIONS 

In the Gulf itself-the immediate, vital 
zone-there are numerous tensions and 
deeply rooted problems: disput-es over un
dersea boundaries, the Iranian claim to 
Bahrain. Iraq's threatening actions toward 
Kuwait, a subversive miniwar ln Dhofar, 
Saudi hankerings after parts of Abu Dhabi 
and Oman. Each of these disputes could have 
a trigger effect on a conflict Involving ex
ternal powers. 

The major confiict situation, however, in
volves Iraq and Iran. On April 9, 1972, ll·aq 
entered into a treaty of friendship with the 
Soviet Union, which provides for military 
cooperation. Iran, on the other hancl, is 
linked to the United States and is .currently 
in the midst of a significant mllitary build
up. The Iranian armed f-orces are being 
equipped with the latest United States and 
British weapons, including F-4 Phantom jem 
a.nd Hovercraft assault vehicles. The Shah has 
evidenced strong determination to make Iran 
the leading Persian Gulf power and to oon
trol ship tra.fiic through the Straits of 
Hormuz. In addition, he envisages Iran's se
curity perimeter extending beyond the straits 
into the Indian Ocean. 

A complication has been added in the form 
of an Indian training mission to Iraq that 
trains Iraqi pilots to 1ly Soviet-supplied MIG 
fighters. The participation of the Indians 1n 
the training scheme is another indication o! 
India's close collaboration with the Soviet 
Union in trying to eliminate all Western 
influence from the Indian Ocean. 

The Indian government dentes that it has 
given facUlties to the Soviet Navy on India's 
coasts or outlying islands. But the denial 
fails to convince many observers who note 
the presence of numerous Soviet naval ad
visers and the transfer of Soviet ships to 
India. Hanson W. Baldwin wrote in his book, 
.. Strategy for Tomorrow:• Tegarding the com
mon features of Soviet and Indian mllitary 
and naval planning. He noted that the first 
steps had been taken for the "integration" 
of the Indian mllltary establishment with 
the Soviet. 

In another decade, given conditions of 
peace, Iran will have attained a very con
siderable degree -of industrialization. Re
forms introduced by the Shah are designed 
to bring Iran fully into the modern world. 
But the next decade wm be fraught with 
difficulties and dangers because of the weak
ness an vulnerability of the small states on 
the Arabian peninsula. and because of Com
munist-Inspired insurgency. The Union -of 
Arab Emirates, composed of seven .small 
states, 1s very weak. It is .subject to subver
sive pressur.e from both Soviet and Chinese 
Communist elemen-ts In the so-called Popu-

lar Front for the Liberation of Oman and 
the Arab Gulf. This type of subversive ac
tivity can be found almost anywhere along 
the rim of the western Indian Ocean-from 
the Eritrean Liberation Front in Ethiopia to 
the FRELIMO terrorist organization in M<>
zambique, an organization dominated by pro
Peking elements, which today appears to 
have inherited the Portuguese mantle. 

Current American concern with respect to 
the western Indian Ocean is almost com~ 
plete1y related to the need for adequate oil 
supplies. But no appraisa1 of the .area would 
be oomplete without mention of the Chinese 
Communist penetration -af Tanzania on the 
East African coast and the operation of ter
rorists against Mozambique and Rhodesia. 
These terrorist groups. with their parallel 
sanctuaries in Tanzania and Zambia, look to 
the Chinese Communist construction of the 
Tan-Zam Bailroad .as an instrument for cre
ating a .Red belt across Central Africa from 
Tanzania on the Indian Ocean to Zaire's 
window on the South Atlantic. 

While the primary U.S. emphasis on the 
Indian Ocean has to do with oil, strategic 
planners cannot ignore the fact that the 
United States depends on Indian Ocean 
routes for access to strategic nlinerals and 
materials in Africa, including beryl, chrome, 
ore, antimony, asbestos. copper. columbium, 
lead, nickel and uranium. The United States 
Is not only facing an energy crisis in the 
mid and late 1970s but a minerals crisis as 
well. Access to strategic minerals will be an 
increasingly serious national concern in the 
latter part of this decade. The same situation 
applies to the NATO countries. of course. 
Africa has been a source of essential min
erals for Europe. The security of the Indian 
Ocean route is of prime importance to Eu
rope, especially with respect to the movement 
of copper. 

On top of all the national rivalries and 
confusion -of states and political movements 
on the rim of the western Indian Ocean there 
is the problem of the Arab-Israeli contest. 
Emotional and religious issues have become 
involved .in the struggle over oil, for example 
as the Arab nations debat-e the curtailment 
of oil supply as a means of altering Amer
ican and West European policies on the Arab
Israeli confrontation. No more complicated 
problem has confronted U.S. statesmen and 
military planners than that of devising an 
overall policy designed to protect America's 
vital interests In the western Indian Ocean 
world. 

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTOR 

A further complication-and it is .one that 
th-e U.S. publie must recognize-is that the 
threatened loss of energy som·ces in a remote 
region comes at a time when a mood of with
drawal is dominant in the United States and 
when Congress and many citizens oppose 
foreign involvements of any sort. Add to 
this the intensity of the anti-defence cam
paign conducted by some elements -of the 
media and one .gets an outline of the restric
tions inhibiting U.S. policy planners in de
vising an appropriate response to the dan
gers emerging in the western Indian Ocean. 

The threat, of .course, is real and clear..:.. 
politically ordained eut-<>ffs of oil that the 
U.S. Europe and Japan must have and/or a 
combination of insurgency and Soviet naval 
support for revoluntionary elements bent on 
overthrowing Persian Gulf governments that 
are reasonably friendly to the United States. 
Faced with threats 1n the Atlantic and Pa-
cific 1.n recent years (Dominican Republic. 
Taiwan, etc.), the United States has ha.d 
ready forces to intervene or to bar enemy 
intervention. But the U.S. is without effec
til"e forces in the western Indian Ocean. It 
has only a token, show~the-flag contlngen1i 
of two ships in the Persian Gulf. 

This would not be the first time that the 
mood of the American publlc and Congress 
has deterred the U.S. from taking measures 
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necessary to provide for national security. 
The isolationism that followed World War I 
effectively prevented the United States from 
opposing Japan's militarization of the former 
German islands in the Pacific north of the 
equator. This American passivity resulted in 
g shift in the strategic balance and encour
aged Imperial Japan to strike at the United 
States in 1941. 

This experience is applicable to develop
ing conditions in the Persian Gulf and west
ern Indian Ocean. The U.S. has a tremen
dous strategic Interest in the oil-production 
and resulting maritime commerce, but it 
may lack the means and the public will to 
interpose strong forces that would fully 
s t abilize t he area. 

SOME SECURITY IMPERATIVE 

Some additions to U.S. strength in the 
western Indian Ocean are imperative, how
e ver, if America is to maintain any degree 
of credibillty as a power that can translate 
i t s words into deeds. Logically, the naval 
tmits assigned to the western Indian 
Ocean would be homeported at Simons
town. But considerations of politics in the 
United States would seem to rule out the 
adoption of this logical, pragmatic solution. 
The U.S. government would not be likely to 
order such homeporting in view of the cer
tainty of an outcry from elements willing to 
sacrifice the nation's strategic interests for 
considerat ions of domest ic politics and 
ideology. 

Nevertheless, there is a possibility that a 
new formula could be devised that would 
permit a valuable coordination of air and 
naval operations involving surveillance of 
tanker traffice and Soviet warships. Practical 
ways might be found to combine U.S. and 
South African naval strengths in keeping 
the sea lanes open. American military mili
tary aircraft do visit South African airfields 
from time to time. Joint naval manoeuvres 
were held to devise arrangements that would 
give U.S. forces the benefit of communica
tions and technical facilities at Simons
town while affording South Africa new op
portunities for coordination and receipt of 
maritime Intelligence data. 

The augmentation of forces in the Indian 
Ocean would necessarily be modest, how
ever, in view of the costs and the lack of 
public policy. In the main, therefore, the 
U.S. in order to protect its interests, wlll 
have to rely on assistance to and coopera
tion with friendly powers in the area. It also 
will be vital for the U.S. to enter into co
operative arrangements with the principal 
West European powers which share our 
strategic stake ln unrestricted access to 
and movement of the Persian Gulf oil. 

The most important U.S. I'ela.tionship in 
the area is with Iran, which is the premier 
power of the Gulf region and which has long 
standing ties with the United States. As the 
Iranians make ever-greater use of American 
defense equipment and long-term commit
ments for training, spare parts and replace
ments, the bonds of alliance will be strength
ened. These arrangements are eased in that 
Iran is not involved ln a military confronta
tion with Is1·ael. The historic Iranian stra
tegic concern is with Soviet pressure from 
the north, now gaining a new dimension be
cause of Soviet seapower in the Indian 
Ocean. 

The other major Gulf power with which 
the United States needs to develop improv
ed relations is Saudi .AJ:abia. This task poses 
a greater problem for the United States be
cause of the vulnerability of Saudi Arabia to 
pressure from more militant Arab countries. 
Saudi Arabia's great wealth makes it an ob
ject of envy in the Arab world. It 1s virtually 
forced to give financial ald to other Arab 
states as a device to buy peace. It must be 
borne in mind, moreover, that the revolu
tionary Arab states are ideologically opposed 

to the traditional system of government in 
Saudi Arabia. The vastness and relative 
emptiness of this desert country are an in
vitation to attack. Saudi Arabia. has a popu
lation of about seven million scattered over 
a huge territory-833,000 square miles, or a 
region about three times the size of Texas. 
Thus, Saudi Arabia has legitimate cause for 
anxiety about its security. 

In these circumstances, the United States 
has done well to agree to sell arms to Saudi 
Arabia and adjacent Kuwait. The latter state, 
very small and enormously rich in oil reve
nues, is a prime target for revolutionary 
forces in the Arab world. 

In selling arms to certain Arab nations 
and. Israel, the United States government has 
emphasized what it calls a policy of even
handedness. The goal-and it is a sound 
one-:is a policy towards Saudi Arabia and 
Is1·ae1 that combines friendliness with re
straint. Pragmatic policy planners in the 
United States know that even if a sharp tilt 
toward the Arab countries were desirable 
right now, the realities of domestic politics, 
as seen and accepted by successive adminis
trations, render such a drastic change of 
course exceedingly unlikely. 

Thus, the U.S. approach must be one of 
modest adjustments, coupled with provision 
to Saudl Arabia of modern defence systems 
capable of coping with the offensive weapons 
that the Soviet Union furnishes to the revo
lutionary Arab nations. Anything less than 
t his almost certainly would result in a. future 
takeover of Saudi Arabia by revolut ionary, 
anti-Western elements. 

THE EUROPEAN INTEREST 

In devising plans to protect its iuterests 
in t he Persian Gulf and western Indian 
Ocean, the United States also has to calculate 
the future role of the NATO count1ies. Three 
of these countries-Britain, France, and 
Portugal-have a history of activity in the 
Indian Ocean. All retain inte1·ests in this 
oceanic theatre. France, for example, con
trols the small, highly strategic Afars and 
Issa-s telTitory at the mouth of the Red Sea 
and Reunion Island in the Indian Ocean. 
Britain continues t<> maintain limited naval 
forces between Cape Town and Singapore. 
Ships of the Royal Navy make 1·egular calls 
at mmonstown naval base under terms of 
the 1955 Simonstown Agreement which pro
vides joint naval secm·ity measures with 
South Africa. Together, the members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization account 
for fifty-six per cent of the shipping (25,000 
ships a year) that go around the Cape of 
Good Hope. 

In summary, the NATO countries are de
pendent on the Cape Route and tanker traf
fic to the Persian Gulf. Yet there are no 
substantial or coordinated efforts by the 
west European nations to protect their in
terests in this crucial region. Patrick Wall, 
M.P., writing in NATO's Fifteen Nation (The 
Hague), has commented: 

"This is of course absurd, but because of 
Western politicians' fears of becoming em
broiled in the politics of Southern Africa, 
NATO is not allowed to plan for the South 
Atlantic or South Indian Ocean .... What is 
sorely needed 1s official NATO recognition of 
the Simonstown Agreement-and the provi
sion of adequate communications and joint 
planning facillties .... Surely lt 1s near lu
nacy not to make adequate provisions now. 
· Major Wall wrote thOse words a year or 
so prior to the West's sudden burst of con
cern about access to Persian Gulf oil. Today, 
the urgency of West European commit
ment to defence planning In the Western 
Indian Ocean is vastly greater. It 1s un
likely, however, that the needs of the situa
tion ·will be met by NATO's ponderous con
sultative machinery. The commitment of 
ships to the Indian Ocean-and that's what 
1s needed-most probably will have to be 

sought on a nation-by-nation basis. The 
West European nations which want to be 
sure they have access to Persian Gulf oil in 
the mid-seventies must be made to under
stand that the United States will not furnish 
security for their sea communications be
tween the Cape of Good Hope and the Gulf. 

No doubt it will be a shock to many West 
European nations to realize that they 
have a strategic requirement for deploying 
forces "East of Suez." These nations have 
come to depend on the United States to 
assume all the defence burdens ln remote 
l'egions. But the financial cost of Involve
ment in the Indian Ocean is nothing as 
compared to the shock that West European 
nations would experience if they found their 
customary oil supplies from the Gulf sud
denly interrupted or terminated. In pressing 
for naval commitments from the West Euro
pean nations, the United States will have 
to utlllze stern diplomacy, linking the naval 
commitments in the new danger region to 
American force levels in Europe. In turn, the 
European nations undoubtedly would find 
t hat deployment of fleet units to the tanker 
routes and to the waters of the oil-producing 
countries would give their diplomatic effort s 
a new credibility. 

This independent deployment of war
ships and supporting sea-based aircraft by 
several European nations may seem to be 
a rejection of e.~liance after two decades of 
the NATO experience. It is important, there
fore, to remember that the warships of sev
eral West European countries operate in 
North European and Mediterranean waters 
without NATO control. France has been 
going her own way for some years. 

And in the Baltic, Danish, German and 
Swedish units operate independently, al
though all are concerned about the Soviet 
naval threat in those waters. In the Indian 
Ocean, U.S., British, French, Australian, 
South African and other Western countries 
maintain naval units wholly independent of 
one another. Independent operation can con
tinue ln the future. The real need is for im
mediate augmentation of Western naval 
forces and for coordination ln time of crisis. 

These proposed political and military 
measures constitute a feasible, albeit limited, 
initiative on the part of the United States 
and other Western nations. Compared to 
some of the actions the United States has 
taken in the past in Europe and South 
East Asia, the steps outlined he1·e may seem 
overly cautious and restricted In scope. It 
would be desirable to develop at least one 
base under American control, and to deploy 
U.S. Air Force units in the area, but major 
undertakings of this sort don't appear feasi
ble in the immediate, post-Vietnam era. Any 
suggestion of large-scale action wouldn't be 
a practical contribution to solving a serious, 
developing.security problem. At this point in 
American history, only minimum commit
ments have a chance of winning congres
sional and public approval. Even the pro
posals for a limited commitment will prob
ably be strenuously opposed. One can only 
llope that as the nation gains a clearer un
derstanding of the dimensions of the threat 
to its energy sources, responsible leaders will 
be ent>.blert to take prudent security mea~
\U'e~. 

"WAIT-AND-SEE" WON'T DO 

_ The shift of the global danger point from 
the great ocean basins of the Atlantic and. 
Pacific was foreseen over a decade ago by two 
prescient American admirals, Arleigh Burke, 
former Chief of Naval Operations, and John 
s. McCain, Jr., former Commander-in-Chief 
Pacific. They warned numerous times of the 
need to establish a U.S. naval presence in the 
Indian Ocean. 

The requirements of the Vietnam War put 
creation of an Indtan Ocean task force tem
porarily beyond U.S. capa.b1lities. Even as 
the war wound down, however, and the West 



July 28, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 25363 

began to get an inkling of the emerging en
ergy crisis; American policy planners ac
corded the Indian Ocean a. low priority. As 
late as 1971, ROnald Spiers, Director of the 
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs of the De
partment of State, told the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee tha't ~'there appear to be 
no requirement-s at this time for us to feel 
compelled to control or even decisively in
:fluence any part of the Indian Ocean or its 
littoral.'" This statement was made at a time 
when the Soviet Union was sharply stepping 
up its deployment of naval forces ln the In
dian Ocean. 

The ~'wait-and-see" policy of the U.S. with 
respect to the Indian Ocean has been over
t-aken by events. Political change in Mada
gascar has resulted in the removal of French 
in11uence. Tanzania has permitted the Chi· 
nese Communists to build a naval base that 
could be used by sma.ll missile-firing craft 
capable of interdicting tanker traffic. Else
where the situation has deteriorated draSti
ca.lly~ 

For the moment, the Persian Gulf nations 
possess an Aladclln's lamp of riches and in
ternational political leverage. By the end of 
this century, after the advanced Western na
tions have developed new energy processes on 
their territories, the oil-producing countries 
will cease to have a central position in world 
affairs. "But, for the time being, the West 
cannot ignore the powerful genie in the oil 
wells of tne Middle East. The United States 
and lts allies 1n Western Europe must make 
certain that their political and milita.ry pol
icies assure them access to the vital energy 
resources represented by Persian Gulf oil. 

TI-... e PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question on agreeing to 
the resolution. 

Mr. STENNIS. A parliamentru·y in
quiry, Mr. President. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 1s 
n-Gt ~"le rollcall automatic? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The roll
call is not automatic. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
<>econd. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
1\IIr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 

ask--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senater from Mississippi wish the reso
lution stated? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso~ 

lution will be stated. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, Tha.t the Senate does not ap

prove the proposed construction project on 
the tsland of Diego Garcia, the need for 
which was certified to by the President and 
the .oertiflcation with respect to which was 
received by the Sena.te on May 12, 1975. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu
tion. On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered., and the clerk will 
can the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Mississippi \Mr. 
EAsTLAND) 1s necessarily .absent. 

Mr. GlUFF'IN~ I ·announce tha-t the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLlll[ON) 

and tile Senattor fmm Arimna !Mr. 
GoL .are n.ecessartiy absent. 

The restilt was announced-yeas 43, 
nays 53, as . follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 340 Leg.] 
YEAs-43 

Abourezk 
Bayh 
Bid en 
Brooke 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Church 
Clark 
Cranston 
Culver 
Eagleton 
Ford 
Gravel 
Hart, GanrW. 
Hart, Philip A. 

Hartke 
Haskell 
Hatfield 
.Hathaway 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Long 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McGov~m 
MCintyre 
Metcalf 

NAYS-53 

Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicotr 
Scott, 

William L. 
Symington 
Tunney 
Williams 

Allen Garn Pastore 
Baker Glenn Pearson 
Bartlett Griffin Percy 
Beall Hansen Roth 
Bentsen Helm11 Schweiker 
Brock Hollings scott, Hugh 
Buckley Hruska Ssfaa~~an 
Byrd, Jackson 

Harry F., Jr. Javits Stennis 
Byrd, Robert c. JohnSton Stevens 
cannon Laxalt Stevenson 
case Magnuson Stone 
Chiles McClellan Taft 
Curtis McClure Talmadge 
Dole McGee Thurmond 
Domenici Morgan "Tower 
Fannin Nunn Weicker 
Fong Packwood Young 

NOT VOTING-3 
Bellmon Eastland Goldwater 

So the resolution <S. Res. 160) was re
jected. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the res
olution was rejected. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DISAPPROVAL OF THE PRESIDENT'S 
PROPOSAL TO DECONTROL OLD 
OIL PRICES 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate tum 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 279, 
Senate Resolution 145. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will 
report. · 

Mr. HUGH SCOTI'. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object-

The VICE PRESIDENT. First the clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Calendar No. 279~ S. Res. 145, a resolution 

to express the disapproval ot the Senate of 
the President's proposed amendment to the 
regulations promulgated under Sec. 4(a) of 
the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act of 
1973 to remove price controls from domestic 
crude on, residual oll, propane, and refined 
petroleum products. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is to proceed to the consideration of the 
1·esolution. 

Mr. FANNIN. I object. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Senate ResoluUon 145 
by Mr. JACKSON. and others. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
Js on .agreeing to that otion. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I send a clo

ture motion to the desk. 
The VI-CE PRESIDENT. The cloture 

motion having been filed the Chan·, with
out objection, directs the-

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, there was 
an objection. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I moved though. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. There is ob

jection. 'The Chair will have to hear the 
motion. Is there objection~ 

Mr. snnNGTON. Reserving the right 
to object, what is the resolution? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is a cloture 
motion which the clerk will read unless 
there is objection. If there is, the Chair 
will have to state the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

we. the undersigned Senators, p-m-suant 
to the provisions of Rule XXII of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate do hereby move to 
bring to a close the debate on the motion to 
proceed to the -consideration of S. Res. 145. a 
Resolution to express the disapproval of the 
Senate of the President's proposed amend
ment to the regulations promulgated under 
sec. 4 (a) of the Emergency Petroleum Allo
cation Act of 1973 to remove price controls 
from domestic crude oil, residual oil, propane, 
and refined petrol~um products. 

Henry M. Jackson, Claiborne Pell, Alan 
Cranston, Walter D. Huddleston, Frank 
E. Moss, William Proxmire, Edward M. 
Kennedy, William D. Hathaway, John 
C. Culver, Thomas F. Eagleton, Dick 
Clark, Hubert H. Humphrey, Hanlson 
A. WUHams, Jr .• Ernest F. Hollings, 
Walter F. Mondale, -Gary W. Hart, 
Philip A. Hart. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, parlia~ 
mentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Montana yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. May we have order, 
please. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Order in the 
Chamber, please. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. I am not at all cer
tain that the original 1·equest was fully 
understood, and just to avoid any eon
fusion. I .ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate turn to the consideration of Sen
ate Resolution 145. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 'lb.-at is the 
motion before the Senate. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Arizona did voice objection. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That was the reason 
I moved, but I thought I might have been 
mistaken. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That motion 
can be made without a unanimous-con
sent request, and it is now the pending 
question. 

POSTAL SERVICE COMPLIANCE 
WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL 
SAFETY AND HEALTH ACT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous eonsent that the pending 
business be laid aside and that the Sen
ate turn t() the consideration of calen
dar No. 325, H.R. 2559, which 1s a bill 
having to do with various ma-tters within 
the Postal Service, but a1 o has to do 
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with salary increases for members of the 
different bt•anches of the Government, 
and I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the bill be incorporated in the RECORD 
n.t this point, and also that appropriate 
sections of the report be printed. 

Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will 

report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Calendar No. 325, H.R. 2559, an act to 

Pmend title 39, United States Code, to ap
ply to the United States Postal Service cer
tain provisions of law providing for Federal 
agency safety programs and responsibilities, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob

jection? 
Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may 

I say the reason I asked that a copy of the 
bill be put in and the pertinent parts of 
the report was so that nobody would get 
any idea that anything was being done 
under the table. The record will have to 
speak for itself. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. L<> there ob
jection to printing--

Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President-just 

a moment--! could read the bill into the 
record. 

Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I could read the 

I'eport. 
Mr. ALLEN. I object to the immediate 

consideration. I have no objection--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob

jection to the inserts? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. They will be 
printed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. All right, pertinent 
portions of the report and the bill itself. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
excerpts were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

PURPOSE 

· Under the July, 1973, collective bargaining 
agreement with the National Postal Unions, 
the Postal Service is bound to comply with 
the applicable section of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970. The purpose 
of H.R. 2559 is to reiuforce this responsibil
ity by imposing upon the Postmaster Gen
eral the statutory requirement that he com
ply with the Act by establishing and main
tabling an effective and comprehensive oc
cupational safety and health program for the 
Postal Service. 

BACKGROUND 

With ce1·tain exceptions, the Postal Reor
ganization Act (section 410), provides that 
no Federal law dealing with public or Fed
eral contracts, property, works, officers, em
ployees, budgets, or funds shall apply to the 
exercise of the powers of the Postal Service. 
The Occupational Safety and Health Act is 
not specifically applicable to the Postal Serv
ice. Section 410 (b) of title 39 lists laws which 
are exceptions to the general non-applicabil
ity provision. H.R. 2559 adds section 19 of 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 
1970 (29 U.S.C. 668) to the list of exceptions. 

The addition of section 19 of the Occupa
tional Safety and Health Act brings the Post
al Service within the pm·view of that Act. 
Thus, the Postmaster General would be re
quired to establish and maintain an effec
tive and comprehensive occupational safety 
and health program. After consultation 
with representatives of Postal Service em4 

ployees, the Postmaster General would be 
required: 

to provide safe and healthful places and 
conditions of employment. 

to acquire, maintain, and require the use 
of safety equipment, personal protective 
equipment, and devices reasonably necessary 
to protect employees. 

to keep adequate record of all occupational 
accidents and illnesses for proper evaluation 
and necessary corrective action. 

to consult with the Secretary of Labor 
with regard to the adequacy as to form and 
content of the records kept. 

to make an annual report to the Secretary 
of Labor with respect to occupational acci
dents and injUlies and the Postal Service's 
health and safety program. 

The Postal Service expresses no objection 
to the enactment of H.R. 2559, but views it 
as unnecessary, since the Postal Service is 
already complying with the requirements of 
the legislation under its collective bargain
ing agreement with the National Postal 
Unions. 

STATEMENT 

The Committee is concerned over the 
occupational safety and health program of 
the Postal Service and believes that the pro
gram would be improved if compliance with 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act were 
required by law rather than by negotiated 
agreement with the Unions. Hearings in 1973 
conducted by the Hou.se Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee's Postal Facilities, Mail, 
and Labor Management Subcommittee and 
a Staff Report issued by that Subcommittee 
reveal lapses in the Postal Service's safety 
program-shortcomings which the Commit
tee believes would be more expeditiously 
eliminated if compliance with safety stand· 
ards were required by law. 

The House Subcommittee hearings and 
Staff Report show: 

The steel. textile, automobile, and ship
building industries have substantially lower 
accident rates than the Postal Sentlce does. 

Union officials were seve1·e1y critical of 
Postal Service management's effm·ts in the 
field of safety. 

The Postal Service probably should in-. 
crease its complement of professional safety 
experts. 

Unhealthy and unsafe conditions were 
noted by the House Subcommittee's staff 
at several Post Offices. 

COST 

Enactment of this measm·e will not result 
in increased costs to the Postal Service, since 
the Postal SerVice is currently complying 
with section 19 of the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act of 1970. 

TITLE IT 
PURPOSE 

The purpose of the amendment to H.R. 
2559 which constitutes Title II of the bill 
as reported is to provide a minimal salary 
adjustment for top executive, legislative and 
judicial otncers and employees of the United 
States who last received an increase in com
pensation in March 1969. By so doing, Title 
II would meet what the Comptroller General 
of the United States has called "a critical 
need." It also would provide a measure of 
relief to the increasing numbers of senior 
civil service employees on the General Sche
dule affected by the $36,000 ceiling in effect 
now for 76 months. 

The adjustment proposed in each instance 
would be an amount, rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $100 ( Ol' if midway between mul
tiples of $100. to the nearest higher multiple 
of $100, equal to the percentage set forth in 
the report transmitted to the Congress under 
section 5305 of title 5, which pertains to 
annual adjustments 1n the rates of pay under 
the General Schedule. The adjustment would 
take effect at the beginning of the first 

month in which the adjustment under sec
tion 5305 occurs. Unless altered by an alter
native plan proposed by the President, which 
is not disapproved by either the Senate or 
House of Representatives, that adjustment 
occurs as of the beginning of the first ap
plicable pay period commencing on or after 
October 1 of each year. 

While Title II of the bill would not correct 
the pay gap which has grown since 1969 or 
the problem of compression which has taken 
place in the higher reaches of the Govern
ment's salary schedules, it -ould put a stop 
to the continued growth of the pay gap oc
casioned by the increased cost of living since 
March 1969 and the pay adjustment-s which 
have occurred in other segments of the econ
omy over that period of time. It would pro
vide a cost-of-living type of relief to those 
officials and employees whose PUl'chasing 
power has been eroded by almost a third be
cause of infia tion. 

It is anticipated that the matter of the pa 
gap will be reviewed by the next Quadrennial 
Commission on Executive, Legislative, and 
Judicial Salaries during Fiscal Year 1977. 

BACKGROUND 

Salary adjustments for top-echelon offi
cials of the Government are provided for un
der the Federal Salary Act of 1967, which 
authorizes a Commission on Executive, Legis
lative, and Judicial Salaries, whose function 
is to study and review the compensation of 
the personnel affected and report its recom
mendations to the President no later than 
January 1 of the year following the close of 
the fiscal year in which the Commission is 
appointed to make its quadrennial review. 

The President then makes his recommen
dations on the rates of pay for the offices and 
positions with which the Commission is con
cerned to the Congress, including those rec
ommendations in his Budget message. The 
President's recommendations become effec
tive at the beginning of the first pay period 
which begins after the thirtieth day follow
ing the transmittal of his recommendations, 
unless Congress enacts a conflicting law or 
specifically disapproves all or part of hiS 
recommendations. 

The last pay adjustments provided for un
der this Act took effect in March 1969. The 
most recent Commission was appointed by 
then-President Nixon in December, 1972, too 
late for it to include a review and make a 
report by January 1, 1973. Thus, that report 
was delayed a year, being submitted to Con
gress on February 4, 1974. The Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service reported a reso
lution (S. Res. 293) on February 28, 1974, 
which would have permitted all provisions of 
the President's proposal, except those pro
viding adjustments in the pay of Members 
of Congress, to take effect. The Senate, how
ever, amended the Resolution to disapprove 
all of the President's recommendations and 
thus rejected the entire proposal on March 
6, 1974. 

Prior to the events of early 1974, the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service had 
reported a bill (S. 1989) which would have 
provided for a biennial review and adjust
ment, rather than a quadrennial review and 
adjustment, and which would have proVided 
for the President's recommendations to be 
submitted to Congress no later than August 
31 of every second year beginning in 1973. 
That bill was passed by the Senate but failed 
in the House of Representatives. 

Subsequent to the Senate•s disapproval o! 
the President's recommendations in 1974, 
hearings were held on proposed legislation 
with respect to the rates of pay for Levels 
Ill, IV, and V of the Executive Schedule and 
certain positions 1n the Legislative and Judi• 
cial branches, as well as legislation to pro
vide for a unified system for making pay ad
justments for all civilian employees and 
officers. 
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The salaries of the Government's key per
sonnel, including Cabinet officers, other 
presidential appointees, Members of Con
gress, the Federal Judiciary from the Chief 
Justice down, and, as the result of provisions 
of the law freezing other employees' salaries, 
about 14,600 other employees covered by stat
utory pay systems and 600 officers of the 
armed services, are fixed. For many, they have 
been fixed since March of 1969. 

In March of 1969 the Consumer Price Index 
stood at 108.0. In May of 1975, it stood at 
159.3, up 47.5 percent. The effect has been to 
eat away at the purchasing power of the af
fected officers and employees. By May 1975, 
according to information supplied the Com
mittee by the General Accounting Office, in
dividuals holding these positions had lost 
almost a third of the purchasing power of 
their March 1969 salaries. 

March 1969 
Executive level salary 

I ----------------- $60,000 
II----------------- 42,500 
III --------------·-- 40, 000 
rv ---------------- a8,ooo 
v ----------------- 36,000 

May 1975 
p·urchasing 

power 
$40,680 

28,815 
27,120 
25,764 
24,408 

To put it another way, a Level V official 
would have to earn about $53,000 a year just 
to maintain the same standard of living he 
had in 1969. 

Since the last salary adjustment for per
sonnel on the Executive Schedule or in com
parable Legislative or Judicial posts, General 
Schedule employees have received seven pay 
raises accum1.Ilating to about 50 percent. As 
a result, increasing numbers of employees in 
the General Schedule are affected by the pay 
limitation provision, 5 U.S.C. 5308, which 
provides that General Schedule employees 
may not be paid at a rate in excess of the 
basic rate for Level V of the Executive Sched
ule, which has been $36,000 for the past 76 
months. 

This salary compression weakens two stat
utory principles-equal pay for equal work 
and the maintenance of proper pay distinc
tions in keeping with responsibility. A June 
1974 study by the Civil Service Commission 
showed that intergrade differentials between 
private sector equivalents to GB-15 to GB-18 
were as follows: 

Percentage 
Between grades: differential 

GB-15 and GB-16------------------ 24. 6 
GB-16 and GB-17------------------ 26.3 
GB-17 and GB-18------------------- 27.5 
The same situation applies to the Federal 

Judiciary. Attorney's salaries, as surveyed by 
the United States Department of Labor, have 
risen 43.9 percent since 1969, while the sal
aries of U.S. Judges have not risen at all. 
Salaries of State Chief Judges have increased 
44.2 percent in the same period, and, whereas 
in 1969 only one state (New York) paid its 
judiciary at a rate greater than the pay of a 
United States District Court Judge, there 
now are 20 states compensating their judges 
at rates equal to or greater than the pay of 
Federal District Court Judges. 

Another study entitled, "Report of Special 
Survey of Level of Quality of Patient Care at 
Veterans' Administration Hospitals and Clin
ics," relating to the pay of physicians, den
tists, and nurses in V.A. Hospitals, includes 
the following recommendation: 

In the opinion of the Task Force, the top 
priority to be considered is remuneration for 
physicians. 

We recommend that legislative action be 
sought in the current session of the Congress 
~ obtain incentive pay for physicians, den .. 
~1sts, and nurses. Such actions are critically 
1mportant because the pay raise anticipated 
in October, 1974, will have no benefit for 1850 
physicians and dentists and an additi~nal 

835 will not be able to realize the full per
centage increase of the raise due to the 
$36,000 per annum salary restriction. If 1m .. 
proved remuneration is not forthcoming in 
the next few months, we are convinced tha' 
the VA's ability to recruit well-qualified phy• 
sicians wlll be seriously impaired and there 
wlll be an acceleration of resignations and 
conversions to part-time employment for 
economic reasons. 

The Committee is aware of any number of 
anomalous situations created by the pres
ent $36,000 pay ceiling. Continuation of a 
policy which can only progressively wipe out 
pay distinctions can only erode morale with• 
in the work force and have a negative effect 
upon the career incentives of people in key 
positions. Indeed, as the General Accounting 
Office has pointed out in a paper presented 
to the Committee, "The salary ceiling along 
with cost-of-living adjustments for Federal 
retirees has provided increased incentives for 
eligible executives to retire." 

Between November 1, 1974, and February 1, 
1975, the retirement rate of eligible Govern
ment executives was almost 300 percent 
higher than the Government-wide average. 
And they retire at a younger age, resulting 
in added costs to the retirement fund. The 
GAO reports that at least seven former Gov
ernment officials now receive annuities 
greater then $36,000. 

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS OF TITLE II 

Section 202 of the bill provides a new 
method for annual adjustment of rates of 
pay for each level of the Executive Schedule. 
The adjustment would become effective 
whenever a comparability adjustment is 
made under 5 U.S.C. 5305 in the statutory 
salary systems (normally in October of each 
year). The amount of the adjustment would 
equal the percentage of the comparability 
adjustment, rounded to the nearest $100. 

Section 203 relates to the salary of the Vice 
President and provides a method for the 
automatic adjustment of the rate of pay for 
the Vice President under a formula identical 
to the formula prescribed for the Executive 
Salary Schedule. 

Section 204 covers the rates of pay for 
Members of the Congress and officials of the 
legislative branch and includes in 204(d) an 
amendment to the Federal Pay Comparabil
ity Act of 1970 to reflect the level of pay cur
rently authorized for certain officers and em
ployees of the legislative branch. The sec
tion provides that the pay of the affected 
Members, officials and employees would be 
adjusted under the same formula used for 
the Executive Salary Schedule. 

Section 205 relates to the salaries in the 
judicial branch, which also would be ad
justed under a formula identical to that used 
for the Executive Salary Schedule. 

Section 206 would correct an oversight in 
the Federal Salary Act of 1967, title n, Public 
Law 90-206, so a-s to include the offices of 
Vice President and certain legislative branch 
officials within the purview of the quadren .. 
nial salary review of the Commission on Ex
ecutive, Legislative, and Judicial Salaries. It 
also provides that the salaries of those offices 
may be adjusted as are other legislative 
branch salaries under the provisions of this 
bill. 

COSTS 

Cost estimates are based on the following 
accounting of affected personnel: 

NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES 

Executive schedule: 
Levell--------------------------- 12 
Level ll-------------------------- 53 
Level llL------------------------ 102 Level IV_________________________ 347 

Level V-------------------------- 271 

Total ----------------------- 785 
Legislative (Members and top offi-

cials) --------------------------- 560 

Judicial: 
Chief Justice of the United States __ 
Associate Justices, Supreme Court __ 
Judges, Circuit Court of Appeals __ _ 
Judges, Court of Claims __________ _ 
Judges, Court of Military Appeals __ 
Judges, Court of Customs and Pat-ent Appeals ___________________ _ 
Judges, District Courts ___________ _ 
Judges, Customs Court ___________ _ 
Judges, Tax Court of the United 

States------------------------
Administrative Assistance to Chief 

Justice -----------------------
Director, Federal Judicial Center __ 
Director, Administrative Office of 

the U.S. Courts ________________ _ 
Deputy Director, Administrative 

Office of the U.S. Courts ________ _ 
Commissioners, Court of Claims __ _ 
Referees in Bankruptcy (full-time 

maximum) -------------------
Referees in Bankruptcy (part-time 

maximuxn) --------------------u.s. Magistrates _________________ _ 

Total -----------------------

Affected by $36,000 ceiling: 
Executive branch: 

General Schedule _________ _____ _ 
Veterans Schedule _____________ _ 
Foreign Service Schedule _______ _ 
Others ------------------------Judicial branch _________________ _ 

Legislative branch-______________ _ 

1 
10 

144 
10 

3 

fi 
502 

12 

22 

1 
1 

1 

1 
16 

190 

30 
133 

1,083 

8,750 
2,000 
1,300 
2, 100 

350 
100 

Total ----------------------- 14,600 
In addition to the above, there are 600 offi

cers in the armed services whose pay is lim
ited by the $36,000 ceiling. 

The October 1975 comparability increase 
for employees on the General Schedule is 
estimated at about 8 percent. On that basis, 
the increased cost to the Government as the 
result of passage of Title II of H.R. 2559 would 
be $49.7 million, broken down as follows: 

In millions 
Executive schedule------------------- $2.4 
Legislative -------------------------- 1. 8 
Judicial ----------------------------- 3. 5 
Affected by compression ______________ 42. o 

Total ------------------------- 49.7 
These cost figures are computed on the 

basis of an average increase of $3,200 for 
the top officials and an increase of $2,880 
for employees affected by the pay ceiling. The 
total is less than estimated in the Comp
troller General's report which uses a cost of 
approximately $6.5 million for each 1 per
cent or a total of $52 million. 

The actual range of possible increases in 
the General Schedule at this time runs from 
8.6 percent to 5 percent, the latter represent
ing a possible ceiling which the President 
might recommend as an alternative. Thus, 
the annualized cost could range from ap
proximately $52 million to approximately 
$31 million, depending upon future develop
ments. Future annual costs would be de
pendent upon the results of annual pay 
comparability studies. 

The executive branch has advised that 
since the top executive salaries and the 
employees affected by the compression are 
spread throughout the entire executive 
branch, all costs for the executive branch 
will be absorbed by each applicable agency 
without any requests for additional appro
priations for the current fiscal year. 

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

The executive pay problem is becoming 
increasingly critical 

In February 1975, we reported to the Con .. 
gress that there was a. crt tical need for a 
better system for adjusting top executive, 
legislative, and judicial salaries. As we re
ported, the impasse on adjusting top officials' 
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salaries has frozen salaries since March 1969 
for Members Of Congress, judges, Presiden
tial and other appointees, and about 14,700 
career civil service personnel. 

The quadrennial review and adjustment 
process has failed. It is much too long a pe
l'iod in our dynamic economy. Increases 
should be automatic. The last increase was 
proposed in 1974. A significant percentage in
crease was needed but the Senate rejected 
the President's proposed three stage increase. 
Failure to adjust top officials' salaries and 
resultant compression in other systems cre
ate great inequities and are having serious 
adverse effects on recruitment, retention, 
and incentives for advancement throughout 
the Federal service. 

To date, no action has been taken on the 
General Accounting Office recommendation 
that legislation be enacted to reform the sal
ary adjustment process for top officials. This 
paper updates information included in our 
February report which shows that the situa
tion continues to worsen for Federal execu
tives and their employing agencies and prom
ises to deteriorate even further. 

Erosion of purchasing power 
Inflation has continued to erode the pur

chasing power of executive, legislative, and 
judicial salaries. By May 1975, individuals 
holding these positions had lost almost a 
third of the purchasing power of their March 
1969 salaries. 

March 1969 
Executive level salary 

I ---------------- $60,000 
n --------------- 42, 5oo 
m --------------- 40, ooo 
IV--------------- 38,000 
v ---------------- 36,000 

May 1975 
purchasing 

power 
$40,680 
28,815 
27,120 
25,764 
24,408 

To put it another way, a Level V official 
would have to earn about $53,000 a year just 
to maintain the same standard of living he 
had in 1969. 

The Compression Problem is Becoming 
More Severe 

Since March 1969, General Schedule em
ployees have received seven pay raises ac
cumulating to about 50 percent. Estimates 
of the General Schedule increase, scheduled 
for October 1975, run as high as nine per
cent. While the President has indicated a 
desire to hold the raise to five per
cent, additional employees will reach $36,000 
regardless of the percentage increase. 

Percent of employees at $36,000 

If October raise is-
Current ----------

GS pay rates 5 percent 9 percent 

18 ___________ ..; 100 100 100 
17------------ 100 100 100 
16____________ ~~ 1~ ~~~ 15 ___________ _ 
14 ________________ ____ - -------- - ---------- 3 

Non-Federal executives have received sub
stantial pay increases 

From 1969 through 1974, non-Federal 
executives' salaries increased about 37 per
cent and were projected to increase another 
10 percent during 1975. Similarly, senior 
clvll service employees in other countries 
have had substantial pay increases since 
1969. The pay of top government positions 
in England, Germany, and ItaJy increased 
anywhere from 50 to 150 percent between 
1969 and 1975. Many offi.cials in these coun
tries now receive more compensation than 
their U.S. counterparts. These offi.c1'8Js gen
erally received pay increases at the SaiiJle 
time increases were given the lower paid 
civil servants. 
Retirement is more financially attractive 

than continuing to work 
The nLia.ry ce111ng eJong wi>th cost-of-liv

ing adjustments for Federal retirees has pro-

vided increased incentives for eligible execu
tives to retire. Since the last salary increase 
for top officials, retirees have received in
crases of approximately 55 percent. Another 
increase of 5.1 percent will be granted tore
tirees on August 1, 1975. Employees who re
tire by this date will also have the 7.3 per
cent increase of January 1, 1975, considered 
in their annuity calculations. For example, 
if a GB-18 With 30 years of service had re
tired in December 1974, his annual annuity 
after the August adjustment would be 
$23,843. If he continues to work through 
July 1975, his annuity on August 1, 1975, 
would be $22,836. If he retires after July 
1975, his annuity would be only $21,724-
$2,119 less than if he had retired in Decem
ber and $1,112 less than if he had retired in 
July. 

Between November 1, 1974, and Febru
ary 1, 1975, the retirement rate of eligible 
Government executives was almost 300 per
cent higher than the Government-wide 
average. ':'he greatest number of retiring 
executives was in the 55 to 59 age group. 
The greatest number of total retirements 
among all employes was in age group 62 and 
over. The earlier retirements of Government 
executives result in added costs to the re
tirement fund in addition to the cost of 
their replacements. At least seven former 
Government officials now receive annuities 
greater than $36,000. 

H.R. 2559 
An act to amend title 39, United States Code, 

to apply to the United States Postal Serv
ice certain provisions of law providing for 
Federal agency safety programs and re
sponsibilities, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

TITLE I-POSTAL SERVICE 
SEc. 101. Section 410(b) of title 39, United 

States Code, is amended-
(!) by striking out the word "and" at the 

end of paragraph ( 5) ; 
(2) by striking out the period at the end 

of paragraph (6) and inserting in lieu of 
the period a semicolon and the world "and"; 
and 

(3) by adding immediately below para
graph (6) the following paragraph: 

"(7) section 19 of the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 668) .... 

TITLE II-EXECUTIVE SALARIES 
SEC. 201. This title may be cited as the 

"Executive Salary Cost-of-Living Adjust
mentAct". 

SEC. 202. (a) Subchapter n of chapter 53 
of title 5, United States Code, relating to 
Executive Schedule pay rates, is am~nded 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 
"§ 5318. Adjustments in rates of pay 

"E1fective at the beginning of the first ap
plicable pay period commencing on or after 
the first day of the month in which an ad
justment takes effect under section 5305 of 
this title in the rates of pay under the Gen
eral Schedule, the annual rate of pay for 
positions at each level of the Executive 
Schedule shall be adjusted by an amount, 
rounded to the nearest multiple of $100 (or if 
midway between multiples of •100, to the 
next higher multiple of $100), equal to the 
percentage of such annual rate of pay which 
corresponds to the overall average percentage 
(as set forth in the report transmitted to the 
Congress under such section 5305) of the ad
justment in the rates of pay under the Gen
eral Schedule.". 

(b) (1) That part of section 5312 (relating 
to level I of the Executive Schedule) of title 
5, United States Code, immediately below the 
section heading and immediately above 
clause ( 1) is amended to read as follows: 

"Level I of the Executive Schedule applies 

to the following positions for which the an
nual rate of basic· pay shall be the rate deter
mined with respect to such level under chap
ter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by section 5318 of 
this title:". 

(2) That part of section 5313 (relating to 
level II of the Executive Schedule) of title 
5, United States Code, immediately below the 
section heading and immediately above 
clause (1) is amended to read as follows: 

"Level li of the Executive Schedule applies 
to the following positions, for which the an
nual rate of basic pay shall be the rate deter
mined with respect to such lever under chap
ter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by section 5313 of 
this ti tie : ". 

(3) That part of section 5314 (relating to 
level III of the Executive Schedule) of title 5, 
United States Code, immediately below the 
section heading and immediately above 
clause (13) is amended to read as follows: 

"Level III of the Executive Schedule applies 
to the following positions, for which the an
nual rate of basic pay shall be the rate deter
mined with respect to such level under chap
ter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by section 5318 
of this title:". 

(4) That part of section 5315 (relating to 
level IV of the Executive Schedule) of title 5, 
United States Code, immediately below the 
section heading and immediately above 
clause (1) is amended to read as follows: 

"Level IV of the Executive Schedule ap
plies to the following positions, for which the 
annual rate of basic pay shall be the rate 
determined with respect to such level under 
chapter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by section 
5318 of this title:". 

(5) That part of section 5316 (relating to 
level V of the Executive Schedule) of title 5, 
United States Code, immediately below the 
section heading and immediately above 
clause (1) is amended to read as follows: 

"Level V of the Executive Schedule applies 
to the following positions, for which the an
nual rate of basic pay shall be the rate 
determined with respect to such level under 
chapter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by section 
5318 of this title:". 

(6) The analysis of subchapter II of chap
ter 53 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by adding the following new item at 
the end thereof: 
"5318. Adjustments in rates of pay.". 

(c) Subsections (a) and (c) (1) of section 
5305 of title 5, United States Code, relating 
to annual pay reports, are each amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: "The report transmitted to 
the Congress under this subsection shall 
specify the overall percentage of the ad
justment in the rates of pay under the Gen
eral Schedule and of the adjustment 1n the 
rates of pay under the other statutory pay 
systems.". 

SEc. 203. Section 104 of title 3, United 
States Code, relating to the rate of salary 
of the Vice President, is amended by strik
ing out "$62,500, to be paid monthly." and 
inserting in Ueu thereof ••the rate deter
.mined for such position under chapter 11 
of title 2, as adjusted under this section. 
Effective at the beglnnlng of the first month 
in which an adjustment takes effect under 
section 5305 of title 5 in the rates of pay 
under the General Schedule the salary of 
the Vice President sh~ll be adjusted by an 
amount, rounded to the nearest multiple of 
$100 (or if midway between multiples of 
$100, to the nearest higher multiple of $100), 
equal to the percentage of such per annum 
rate which corresponds to the overall aver
age percentage (as set forth in the report 
transmitted to the Congress under section 
5905 of title 5) of the adjustment in such 
rates of pay. such salary shall be paid on a 
monthly basis.". · 

SEc. 204. (a) Sectton 601 (a) of the Legisla
tive Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 31) 
is amended to read as follows~ 

"SEC. 601. (a) (1) The annual rate of pay 
for-
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"(A) each Senator, Member of the House 
of Representatives, and Delegate to the 
House of Representatives, and the Resident 
Commissioner from Puerto Rico (except as 
otherwise provided in f;Ubparagraphs (B) 
and (C) of this paragraph) , 

"(B) the President pro tempore of the 
Senate, the majority leader and the minor
ity leader of the Senate, and the majority 
leader and the minority leader of the House 
of Representatives, and 

"(C) the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives, 
shall be the rate determined for such posi
tions under section 225 of the Federal Salary 
Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-361), as adjusted by 
paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

"(2) Effective at the beginning of the first 
applicable pay period commencing on or 
after the first day of the month in which 
an adjustment takes effect under section 
5305 of title 5, United States Code, in the 
rates of pay under the General Schedule, 
each annual rate referred to in paragraph 
( 1) shall be adjusted by an amount, rounded 
to the nearest multiple of $100 (or if midway 
between multiples of $100, to the next higher 
m'l.lltiple of $100), equal to the percentage 
of such annual rate which corresponds to 
the overall average percentage (as set forth 
in the report transmitted to the Congress 
under such section 5305) of the adjustment 
in the rates of pay under the General 
Schedule.". 

(b) Subsections (a) through (d) of sec
tion 203 of the Federal Legislative Salary 
Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 415), relating to the 
annual rate of pay of certain legislative 
officials, is amended to read as follows: 

"SEc. 203. (a) The compensation of the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall be at an annual rate which is equal 
to the rate for positions at level II of the 
Executive Schedule of subchapter II of chap
ter 53 of title 5, United States Code. 

"(b) The compensation of the Deputy 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall be at an annual rate which is equal to 
the rate for positions at level III of such 
Executive Schedule. 

"(c) The compensation of the General 
Counsel of the United States General Ac
counting Office, the Librarian of Congress, 
and the Architect of the Capitol shall be at 
an annual rate which is equal to the rate 
for positions at level IV of such Executive 
Schedule. 

"(d) The compensation of the Deputy 
Librarian of Congress and the Assistant 
Architect of the Capitol shall be at an annual 
rate which is equal to the rate for positions 
at level V of such E.xecutive Schedule.". 

(c) (1) Section 303 of title 44, United 
States Code, relating to the compensation 
of the Public Printer and Deputy Public 
Printer, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 303. Public Printer and Deputy Public 

Printer: Pay 
"The annual rate of pay for the Public 

Printer shall be a rate which is equal to 
the rate of level IV of the Executive Schedule 
of subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 5. 
The annual rate of pay for the Deputy Public 
Printer shall be a rate which is equal to the 
rate for level V of such Executive Schedule.". 

(2) The item relating to section 303 in 
the chapter analysis for chapter 3 of title 
44, ~nited State Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 
"303. Public Printer a11d Deputy Public 

Printer: pay.". 
(d) Section 4(d) of the Federal Pay Com

parability Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1952) is 
amended by striking out "level V" and "sec
tion 5316" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"level III"' and "section 5314", respectively. 

SEc. 205. (a) (1) Chapter 21 of title 28, 
United States Code, relating to general pro
visions applicable to courts and judges. 1s 

amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
§ 461. Adjustments in certain salaries 

"(a) Effective at the beginning of the first 
applicable pay period commencing on or af
ter the first day of the month in which an 
adjustment takes effect under section 5305 of 
title 5 in the rates of pay under the General 
Schedule (except as provided in subsection 
(b) ) . each salary rate which is subject to ad
justment under this section shall be adjust
ed by an amount, rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $100 (or if mid-way between mul
tiples of $100, to the next higher multiple of 
$100) equal to the percentage of such salary 
rate which corresponds to the overall aver
age percentage (as set forth in the report 
transmitted to the Congress under such sec
tion 5305 of the adjustments in the rates of 
pay under such Schedule). 

"(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to the 
extent it would reduce the salary of any in
dividual whose compensation may not, under 
section 1 of article III of the Constitution of 
the United States, be diminished during such 
individual's continuance in office.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 21 of such title 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new item: 
"461. Adjustments in certain salaries.". 

(b)(1) Section 5 of title 28, United 
States Code, relating to salaries of justices of 
the Supreme Court, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 5. Salaries of Justices 

"The Chief Justice and each associate jus
tice shall each receive a salary at annual 
rates determined l.mder section 225 of the 
Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-361), 
as adjusted by section 461 of this title.". 

(2) Section 44(d) of title 28, United States 
Code, relating to salaries of ch·cuit judges, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(d) Each circuit judge shall receive a sal
ary at an annual rate determined under sec
tion 225 of the Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 
U.S.C. 351-361), as adjusted by section 461 
of this title.". 

(3) Section 135 of title 28, United States 
Code, relating to salaries of district judges, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"125. Salaries of district judges 

"Each judge of a district court of the 
United States shall receive a salary at an an
nual rate determined under section 225 of 
the Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-
361), as adjusted by section 461 of this title.". 

(4) The second sentence of section 173 of 
title 28, United States Code, relating to sal
aries of judges of the Court of Claims, iS 
amended to read as follows: "Each shall re
ceive a salary of an annual rate determine 
under section 225 of the Federal Salary Act 
of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-361) as adjusted by 
section 461 of this title." 

( 5) The second sentence of section 213 of 
title 28, United States Code, relating to 
salaries of judges of the Court of Customs 
and Patent Appeals, is amended to read as 
follows: "Each shall receive a salary at an 
annual rate determined under section 225 of 
the Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-
361) , as adjusted by section 461 of this title." 

(6) The second sentence of section 252 
of title 28, United States Code, relating to 
judges of the CUstoms Court, is amended 
to read as follows: "Each shall receive a 
salary at an annual rate determined under 
section 225 of the Federal Salary Act of 
1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-361), as adjusted by sec
tion 461 of this title.". 

{7) So much of the first sentence of sec
tion 792(b) (relating to salaries of Court of 
Claims commissioners) of title 28, United 
States Code, as precedes ", and also all neces
sary traveling expenses" is amended to read 
as follows: "Each commissioner shall receive 
pay at an annual rate determined under sec
tion 225 of the Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 

U.S.C. 351-361), as adjusted by section 461 
of this title". 

(8) The first sentence of section 40a of 
the Bankruptcy Act (11 U.S.C. 69(a)), relat
ing to compensation of referees in bank
ruptcy, is amended to read as follows: "Ref
erees shall receive as full compensation for 
their services salaries to be fixed by the con
ference, in the light of the recommendations 
of the councils, made after advising with the 
district judges of their respective circuits, 
and of the Director, at rates, in the case of 
full-time referees, not more than the rate 
determined for such referee under section 
225 of the Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 
351-361), as adjusted under section 461 of 
title 28, United States Code, and in the ca e 
of part-time referees, not more than one
half of such rate, as so adjusted.". 

SEc. 206. (a) Section 225(f) (A) of the Fed
eral Salary Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 365(A)). 
is amended-

(!) by inserting "the Vice President of the 
United States," immediately before "Sena-
tors"; · 

(2) by striking ont "and" immediately 
after "Representatives,"; and 

(3) by inserting immediately befo1·e the 
semicolon a comma and the following: "the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
the President pro tempore of the Senate, and 
the majority and minority leaders of the 
Sena·te and the House of Representatives". 

(b) Until such time as a change in the 
rate of pay of the offices referred to in the 
amendment made by subsection (a) of this 
section occm·s under the provisions of the 
Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-
361) , as amended by subsection (a) of this 
section, such rates of pay shall be the rates 
of pay in effect immediately prior to the date 
of enactment of this Act, as adjusted under 
sections 203 and 204 of this title. 

Amena the title so as to read: "An Act 
to amend title 39, United States Code, to 
apply to the United States Postal Service 
cerain provisions of law providing for Fed
eral agency safety programs and responsi
bilities, to provide for cost-of-living adjust
ments of Federal executive salaries, and for 
other purposes.". 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
. jection to proceeding to the consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. There was objection. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. This is not taking 

up. This is printing the bill and the re
port. There was objection to taking up 
the bill. 

NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Now, Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending business be laid aside tempo
rarily, and that the Senate turn to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 329, S. 
2173, a bill to fully explore and develop 
the naval petroleum reserves of the 
United States and to permit limited pro
duction, with revenues de1ived there
from to be placed in a special account, 
and for other purposes, without any ac
tion tonight. 

This is a bill very close to the heart of 
the President of the United States. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill \Vill 
be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2173) to fully explore and de

velop the naval petroleum reserves of the 
United States and to permit limited produc
tion with revenues derived therefrom to be 
placed ln a special account, and for othe:r 
purposes. 
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Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, par

liamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

will state it. 
Mr. McCLURE. Was it correct that the 

distinguished majority leader had asked 
unanimous consent that the pending 
business be laid aside? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Temporarily. 
Mr. MANSFIElD. Temporarily. 
Mr. McCLURE. Another parliamen

tary inquiry, Mr. President. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

will state it. 
Mr. McCLURE. What is the pending 

business? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion to 

proceed to Senate Resolution 145. 
Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Parliamentary in

quiry. 
Mr. WEICKER. Do I understand the 

pending situation is the pending business 
is Senate Resolution 145, and the dis
tinguished majority leader has made a 
unanimous-consent request that that be 
laid aside and that-I do not know the 
number, but I imagine it is the Elk Hills 
bill--

Mr. MANSFIELD. S. 2173. 
Mr. WEICKER.-Become the pending 

business? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Not to be taken up 

tonight, but tomorrow. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob

jection? 
Mr. WEICKER. Reserving the right to 

object, I wonder if I might, through the 
Chair, ask what the intention is with the 
completion of action on Elk Hills, and 
whether the intention is to retw'll to 
Senate R-esolution 145. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senate so de
sires. But if it does not we could take up 
other measures which should come before 
the Senate before we recess on Friday. 

Mr. WEICKER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Will the Senator with
hold that for a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. For example, S. 391, 
a bill to amend the Mineral Leasing Act 
of 1920, and for other purposes, on which 
there is a time limitation also, or others. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence 
of a quorum has been suggested. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold that? 

Mr. WEICKER. I withhold that. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, parlia· 

mentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

will state it. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Is the cloture motion 

at the desk to invoke cloture on Senate 
Resolution 145 or on the motion to pro· 
ceed to the consideration of Senate Reso· 
lution 145? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is not at 
the desk. The Senator from Michigan 
has it. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I send it to the desk. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Now it is at 

the desk. 
It is a cloture motion on the motion 

to proceed. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Then in the ordinary 

course of things there would be a vote 
on the cloture motion on Wednesday 
having to do with bringing to a close the 
question of proceeding to consideration 

before we would get to Senate Resolu
tion 145 itself; is that correct? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Assuming the 
Senate is in tomorrow and Wednesday, 
the answer is yes. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. HUGH SCO'IT. Mr. President, 

parliamentary inquiry. On the pending 
business, is it debatable? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion 
to proceed is debatable. 

Mr. HUGH SCO'IT. On the so-called 
Elk Hills oil bill, is it debatable? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is a 
pending unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Is it under a time 
limitation? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is--
The VICE PRESIDENT. No, just that 

the Senate lay aside the unfinished busi
ness, the pending business, excuse me. 

Mr. HUGH SCO'IT. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. WEICKER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May we have 
order in the Senate, Mr. President? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may we have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STONE). Senators will take their seats. 
Senators and staff will clear the aisles 
and take their seats and cease conver .. 
sation. Senators wishing to converse will 
withdraw to the cloakrooms. Senators 
will take their seats. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. What Is the pending 

question? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There fs 

pending a unanimous-consent request 
that the pending question be laid aside 
temporarily so that the Senate may pro .. 
ceed to the consideration of S. 2173. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. If that consent is 
granted and we do proceed to the bill, Is 
there a time agreement, and what Is the 
time agreement that would be in effect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a time agreement. There are 2 hours 
on the bill, 1 hour on amendments, 30 
minutes on debatable motions and ap .. 
peals. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. May I ask the Chair, 
would amendments to the bill have to be 
germane under the agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent agreement does not 
contain an agreement for germauess. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that amendments to 
the bill would have to be germal!e. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think that may have 
been an oversight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Well, I think that 
was the way worked out with the dis
tinguished Senator from Arizona-Elk 
Hills. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Is it all right to have it 
germane? 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Elk Hills, yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection--
Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 

yield? 
The PRESIDL.'\TG OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Will Senators take their seats. The 
Senate will be in order. 

The Senate will be in order. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I wonder 

if I could suggest to the majority leader 
that he might modify his unanimous
consent request to provide that under 
the agreement only germane amend
ments could be considered? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thought that had 
been agreed to. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think it is pending. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, I would be 

glad to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Now, Mr. President, 

I ask the Senator from Nevada-
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

what is the pending question before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is still the motion to 
proceed. 

Is there objection to laying the pend· 
ing business aside temporarily and pro· 
ceeding to S. 2173, fs there objection? 

Mr. HUGH SCO'IT. Mr. President, re· 
serving the right to object, S. 2173 is 
Elk Hills. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re· 
quest is for S. 2173. 

Mr. HUGH SCO'IT. There is no objec
tion where Elk Hills is concerned. 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, taking it up 
tomorrow--

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The under· 
standing is that there would be no action 
on the bill tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, 1t is so ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Now, the 

Senate will proceed to S. 2173. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I would suggest that Senators not leave 
yet because the answer to the distin· 
guished Republican leader's question is 
that there would be no votes on this 
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measure tonight. We do not know what 
may happen on a motion to adjown or 
recess or--

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, we 
on this side never do know what is going 
to happen, but we suspect a lot. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of quorum briefly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the ord~r for 
the quorum be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so o:-dered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Washington. 

TO DffiECT THE PRESIDENT TO 
ENTER INTO NEGOTIATIONS WITH 
THE U.S.S.R. RELATING TO LIMIT
ING MILITARY DEPLOYMENTS IN 
THE PERSIAN GULF AND THE 
INDIAN OCEAN 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I send 

a Senate resolution to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESID.ING OFFICER. The reso
lution will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 224) to direct the 

President to enter into negotiations with the 
USSR relating to 11mlting military deploy
ments in the Persian Gulf and the Indian 
Ocean. 

Mr. JACKSON. I ask for its immedi
ate consideration. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. The resolution will go over un• 
der the role. 

The resolution (S. Res. 224) is as fol
lows: 

s. REs. 224 
Whereas the Senate of the United states 

believes that discussions between the so
viet Union and the United States aimed at 
limiting naval deployments, bases fa.clllties 
and land-based air power in the Indian 
Ocean/Persian Gull area. could be 1n the 
interests of the United States, the Soviet 
Union and the cause of world peace; and 

Whereas past expressions by the Congress 
to this effect have been ignored by the Presi
dent and the Secretary of State and no dis
cussions aimed at negotia.ting such limita
tions have been initiated; 

Therefore be it resolved that it is the 
sense of the Senate that the President is 
directed to open discussions with the So
viet Union with a view to advancing United 
States proposals for limitations in the In
dian Ocean/Persian Gulf area a1feeting naval 
deployments, bases, faclllties and land-based 
air power: and be it further resolved that 
the President shall report to -the COngress 
on the status of discussions conducted with 
the Soviet Union prior to the submission of 
any further request for authority to develop 
further American facilities at Diego Garcia. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota.' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso
lution will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 225) relating to the 

expansion of U.S. Navy presence in the In
dian Ocean. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the resolution? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I object, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. The resolution will go over 
under the rule. 

The resolution <S. Res. 225) is as fol
lows: 

S. RES. 225 
Whereas the Congress has approved the 

expansion of U.S. military facilities on the 
lsland of Diego Garcia in order to enable 
the United States to protect its interests in 
the Indian Ocean area at the lowest possible 
cost; 

Whereas the expansion has been justified 
as providing the U.s. with a capability com
para-ble to the SOviet Capability to sustain 
naval operations and maintain the bal~nce 
of power in the ~ndia.n Ocean area.; 

Whereas the expansion 1s intended to pro
vide secure loglst1cal support at a. reasonable 
cost, to U.s. forces periodically deployed to 
the area and preclude the need for a costly 
increase in naval tankers and other logistic 
forces; and 

Whereas the President has certified that 
there 1s not .intent to permanently station 
operational unl.t.s in the Indian Ocean and 
that the installation would not imply an in
crease in the level of U.S. forces deployed to 
that region: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved. That the Senate declares that 
its approval of the U.S. fa.cntties on Diego 
Garcia shall not be considered as constitut
ing approval of substantial expansion of U.S. 
naval presence in the Indian Ocean or the 
establishment of a permanent U.S. Indian 
Ocean fieet. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the majority 
leader yield for a half-minute? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. If I could remind my 

friends, an amendment very simJlar to 
this resolution, practically identical, has 
been introduced by the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL) Jn 
behalf of himself, myself. and the Sena
tor fr.om California (Mr. CRANsroN), urg
ing these negotiations to take place im
mediately. 

It has been accepted unanimously by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations and, 
hopefully, will be on the fioor 1n the next 
few days. I think it moves a long way. 

I have just had a chance to review 
briefly the resolution of the Senator from 
Washington. I think the substance of it is 
incorporated in the Pen-cranston-Ken
nedy amendment and I hope we can 
bring it to the floor very quickly. 

Mr. JACKSON. The whole purpose is 
to expedite this and get it passed as soon 
as possible with whichever resolution or 
bill comes out first. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

EXPANSION OF U.S. NAVAL PRES- POSTAL SERVICE COMPLIANCE 
ENCE IN THE INDIAN OCEAN WITH OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send a resolution to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

CXXI-1598-Par!t 20 

AND HEALTH ACT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, i:f the 

Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 

WEICKER) does not enter any objection, 
I would like to lay before the Senate-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. The Senate will give 
attention to the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
business be laid aside temporarily-this 
is the third time-and that the Senate 
turn to the consideration of Calendar No. 
325, H.R. 2559, for a period of not to 
exceed one-half hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, reserving the right to object, and 
I do not propose to object, as I under
stand it this proposal will be discussed 
this evening but will not be voted on for 
at least 24 hours. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. I 
believe the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) wanted to speak 
for 20 to 30 minutes on the substance of 
the bill. 

The Senator from Virginia is correct, 
that this is just a temporary move in 
this direction. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is that an appropri
ation bill? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, it is from the 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee 
and has something to do with raises for 
Members of Congress and others 1n the 
Government based on a formula which 
I think could perhaps be referred to as 
indexing, tied to the cost of living. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Reserving the right to 
object, and I do not intend to object, fm· 
Information purposes is it correct that 
while there would be up to 1 hour spent 
on the bill today--

Mr. MANSFIELD. One-half hour. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. There is no time limit 

on the bill itself and we can go back on it 
again? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. What would be the 

situation? 
ORDER FOB RECOGNITION OF SENATOB ALLEN 

Mr. MANSFIELD. First, Mr. Presldent. 
I ask unanimous consent that if the Sen
ate agrees with my request. the distin
guished Senator from Alabama <Mr. 
ALLEN) be allowed to proceed for from 
20 to 30 minutes. 

Mr. ALLEN. It will not be that long. 
About 15 minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. For not to exceed 
20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2559), to amend title 39, 

United States Code, to apply to the United 
States Postal Service certain provisions of 
law providing for Federal agency safety pro
grams and responsibilities, and for other 
purposes, reported with an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to its 
consideration. 

There being no objection. the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill <H.R. 2559) 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Post omce and Clvll Service 
with an amendment to strike out aU 
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after the enacting clause and insert the 
following: 

TITLE I-POSTAL SERVICE 
SEc. 101. Section 410(b) of title 39, United 

States Code, is amended-
( 1) by striking out the word "and" at the 

end of paragraph ( 5) ; 
(2) by striking out the period at the end of 

paragraph (6) and inserting in lieu of the 
period a semicolon and the word "and"; and 

(3) by adding immediately below para
graph ( 6) the following paragraph: 

"(7) section 19 of the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 668) .". 

TITLE ll-EXECUTIVE SALARIES 
SEc. 201. This may be cited as the "Execu

tive Salary Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act". 
SEc. 202. (a) Subchapter n of chapter 53 

of title 5, United States Code, relating to 
Executive Schedule pay rates, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 
"§ 5318. Adjustments in rates of pay 

"Effective at the beginning of the first 
applicable pay period commencing on or after 
the first day of the month in which an 
adjustment takes effect under section 5305 
of this title in the rates of pay under the 
General Schedule, the annual rate of pay for 
postion at each level of the Executive Sched
ule shall be adjusted by an amount, rounded 
to the nearest multiple of $100 (or if mid
way between multiples of $100, to the next 
higher multiple of $100), equal to the per
centage of such annual rate of pay which 
corresponds to the overall average percent
age (as set forth in the report transmitted 
to the Congress under such section 5305) of 
the adjustment in the rates of pay under 
the General Schedule.". 

(b) (1) That part of section 5312 (relating 
to level I of the Executive Schedule) of title 
5, United States Code, immediately below the 
section heading and Immediately above 
clause ( 1) is amended to read as follows: 

"Le_vel I of the Executive Schedule applies 
to the following positions for which the an
nual rate of basic pay shall be the rate deter
mined with respect to such level under chap
ter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by section 5318 
of this ti tie: ". 

(2) That part of section 5313 (relating to 
level ll of the Executive Schedule) of title 5, 
United States Code, immediately below the 
section heading and immediately above 
clause ( 1) is amended to read as follows: 

"Level n of the Executive Schedule applies 
to the following positions, for which the an
nual rate of basic pay shall be the rate deter
mined with respect to such level under chap
ter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by section 5318 
of this title:". 

(3) That part of section 5314 (relating to 
level lll of the Executive Schedule) of title 
5, United States Code, immediately below the 
section heading and immediately above clause 
( 1) is amended to read as follows: 

•'Level m of the Executive Schedule ap
plies to the following positions, for which 
the annual rate of basic pay shall be the 
rate determined with respect to such level 
under chapter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by 
section 5318 of this title:". 

( 4) That part of section 5315 (relating 
to level IV of the Executive Schedule) of 
title 5, United States Code, immediately be
low the section heading and immediately 
above clause (1) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

••Level IV of the Executive Schedule ap
plies to the following positions, for which 
the annual rate of basic pay shall be the 
rate determined with respect to such level 
under chapter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by 
section 5318 of thts title:". 

(5) That part of section 5316 (relating 
to level V of the Executl\re Schedule) of title 
5, United States Code, immediately below the 

section heading and immediately above 
clause ( 1) is amended to read as follows: 

"Level V of the Executive Schedule applies 
to the following positions, for which the an
nual rate of basic pay shall be the rate de
termined with respect to such level under 
chapter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by section 
5318 of this title:". 

(6) The analysis of subchapter II of chap
ter 53 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by adding the following new item 
at the end thereof: 
"5318. Adjustments in rates of pay.". 

(c) Subsections (a) and (c) (1) of section 
5305 of title 5, United States Code, relating 
to annual pay reports, are each amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: "The report transmitted to the 
Congress under this subsection shall specify 
the overall percentage of the adjustment 
in the rates of pay under the General Sched
ule and of the adjustment in the rates of 
pay under the other statutory pay systems.". 

SEc. 203. Section 104 of title 3, United 
States Code, relating to the rate of salary 
of the Vice President, is amended by strik
ing out "$62,500, to be paid monthly." and 
inserting in lieu thereof "the rate deter
mined for such position under chapter 11 
of title 2, as adjusted under this section. Ef
fective at the beginning of the first month 
in which an adjustment takes effect under 
section 5305 of title 5 in the rates of pay 
under the General Schedule the salary of 
the Vice President shall be adjusted by an 
amount, rounded to the nearest multiple of 
$100 (or if midway between multiples of 
$100, to the nearest higher multiple of $100), 
equal to the percentage of such per annum 
rate which corresponds to the overall aver
age percentage (as set forth in the report 
transmitted to the Congress under section 
5305 of title 5) of the adjustment in such 
rates of pay. Such salary shall be paid on a 
monthly basis.". 

SEc. 204. (a) Section 601 (a) of the Legis
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 u.s.c. 
31) is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 601. (a) (1) The annual rate of pay 
for- · 

"(A) each Senator, Member of the HouSe 
of Representatives, and Delegate to the 
House of Representatives, and the Resident 
Commissioner from Puerto Rico (except as 
otherwise provided in subparagraphs (B) 
and (C) of this paragraph). 

"(B) the President pro tempore of the Sen
ate, the majority leader and the minority 
leader of the Senate, and the majority leader 
and the minority leader of the House of Rep
resentatives, and 

"(C) the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives, 
shall be the rate determined for such posi
tion under section 225 of the Federal Salary 
Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-361), as adjusted by 
paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

•• (2) Effective at the beginning of the first 
applicable pay period commencing on or af· 
ter the first day of the month in which an 
adjustment takes effect under section 5305 
of title 5, United States Code, in the rates of 
pay un(Jer the General Schedule, each an
nual rate referred to in paragraph (1) shall 
be adjusted by an amount, rounded to the 
nearest multiple of $100 (or if midway be
tween multiples of $100, to the next higher 
multiple of $100). equal to the percentage 
of such annual rate which corresponds to the 
overall average percentage (as set forth in 
the report transmitted to the Congress under 
such section 5305) of the adjustment in the 
rates of pay under the General Schedule.". 

(b) Subsections (a) through (d) of sec
tion 203 of the Federal LngJ~lative Salary Act 
of 1964 (78 Stat. 415). retat.in~ to the annual 
rate of pay of certain legtstaitve omctals, Is 
amended to read as follows: 

"'SEc. 203. (a) The compensation of the 

Comptroller General of the United States 
shall be at an annual rate which is equal to 
the rate for positions at level II of the Execu
tive Schedule of subchapter II of chapter 53 
of title 5, United States Code. 

"(b) The compensation of the Deputy 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall be at an annual rate which is equal to 
the rate for positions at level III of such 
Executive Schedule. 

"(c) The compensation of the General 
Counsel of the United States General Ac
counting Office, the Librarian of Congress, 
and the Architect of the Capitol shall be at 
an annual rate which is equal to the rate 
for positions at level IV of such Executive 
Schedule. 

"(d) The compensation of the Deputy Li
brarian of Congress and the Assistant Archi
tect of the Capitol shall be at an annual rate 
which is equal to the rate for positions at 
level V of such Executive Schedule.". 

(c) (1) Section 303 of title 44, United States 
Code, relating to the compenc:ation of the 
Public Printer and Detmty Public Printer, is 
amended to read as follows: 
"§ 303. Public Printer and Deputy Public 

Printer: pay 
"The annual rate of pay for the Public 

Printer shall be a rate which is equal to the 
rate for level IV of the Executive Schedule 
of subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 5. The 
annual rate of pay for the Deputy Public 
Printer shall be a rate which is equal to the 
rate for level V of such Executive Schedule.". 

(2) The item relating to section 303 in the 
chapter analysis for chapter 3 of title 44, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"303. Public Printer and Deputy Public 

Printer: pay.". 
(d) Section 4(d) of the Federal Pay Com

parability Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1952) is 
amended by striking out "level V" and "sec
tion 5316" and inserting in lieu thereof "level 
III" and "section 5314", respectively. 

SEc. 205. (a) (1) Chapter 21 of title 28, 
United States Code, relating to general pro
visions applicable to courts and judges, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
"§ 461. Adjustments in certain salaries 

"(a) Effective at the beginning of the first 
applicable pay period commencing on Ol' 
after the first day of the month in which 
an adjustment takes effect under section 5305 
of title 5 in the rates of pay under the 
General Schedule (except as provided in 
subsection (b) ) • each salary rate which is 
subject to adjustment under this section 
shall be adjusted by an amount, rounded. to 
the nearest multiple of $100 (or if midway 
between multiples of $100, to the next higher 
multiple of $100) equal to the percentage of 
such salary rate which corresponds to the 
overall average percentage (as set forth itt 
the report transmitted to the Congress under 
such section 5305 of the adjustments in the 
rates of pay under such Schedule). 

"(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
the extent it would reduce the salary of any 
individual whose compensation may not, 
under section 1 of article III of the Constitu
tion of the United States, be diminished dur
ing such individual's continuance in of
fice.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 21 of such title 
i~ amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new item: 
"461. Adjustments in certain salaries.". 

(b) ( 1) Section 5 of title 28, United States 
Code, relating to salaries of justices of the 
Supreme Court, is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"§ 5. Salaries of justices 

"The Chief Justice and each associate jus
tice shall each receive a salary at annual 
rates determined under section 225 of the 
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Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2. U.S.C. 351-
361), as adjusted by section 461 of this title.". 

(2) Section 44(d) of title 28, United States 
Code, relating to salaries of circuit judges, 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(d) Each circuit judge shall receive a 
salary at an annual rate determined under 
section 225 of the Federal Salary Act of 1967 
(2 U.S.C. 351-361), as adjusted by section 461 
of this title.". 

(3) Section 135 of title 28, United States 
Code, relating to salaries of district judges, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"135. Salaries of district judges 

"Each judge of a district court of the 
United States shall receive a salary at an 
annual rate determined under section 225 
of the Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 
351-361), as adjusted by section 461 of this 
title.". 

(4) The second sentence of section 173 o! 
title 28, United States Code, relating to sal· 
aries of judges of the Court of Claims, is 
amended to read as follows: "Each shall re· 
celve a salary at an annual rate determined 
under section 225 of the Federal Salary Act 
of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-361), as adjusted by 
section 461 of this title .... 

(5) The second sentence of section 213 of 
title 28, United States Code, relating to sal· 
ari_es of judges of the Court of CUstoms and 
Patent Appeals, is amended to read as fol
lows: "Each shall receive a salary at an an
nual rate determined under section 225 of 
the Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 U .S.C. 851-
361), as adjusted by section 461 of this 
title.". 

(6) The second sentence of section 252 of 
title 28, United States Code, relating to 
judges of the Customs Court, is amended to 
read as follows: "Each shall receive a salary 
at an annual rate determined under section 
225 of the Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 
U.S.C. 851-361), as adjusted. by section 461 
of this title.". 

(7) So much of the first sentence of sec· 
tion 792 (b) relating to salaries of Court of 
Cla.lms commissioners) of title 28, United 
States Code, as precedes ", and also all 
necessary traveling expenses" is amended to 
read as follows: "Each commissioner shall 
receive pay at an annual rate determined 
under section 225 of the Federal Salary Act 
of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-361), as adjusted by 
section 461 of this ttile". 

(8) The first sentence of section 408. of 
the Bankruptcy Act (11 U.S.C. 68(a)), re
lating to compensation of referees in bank
ruptcy, is amended to read as follows: "Ref
erees shall receive as full compensation for 
their services salaries to be fixed by the con
ference, in the light of the recommenda
tions of the councils, made after advising 
with the district judges of their respective 
circuits. and of the Director, at rates, in the 
case of full-time referees, not more than the 
rate determined for such referee under sec
tion 225 of the Federal Salary Act of 1967 
(2 u.s.c. 351-361), as adjusted under sec
tion 461 of title 28, United States Code and 
in the case of part-time referees, not more 
than one-half of such rate, as so 
adjusted.". 

SEC. 206. (a) Section 225(!) (A) of the 
Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 365 (A)), 
1s amended-

( 1) by inserting "the Vice President of 
the United States," immediately before 
"Senators"; 

(2) by striking out "and" immediately 
after "Representatives,"; and 

( 3) by inserting immediately before the 
semicolon a comma and the following: "the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
the President pro tempore of the Senate, 
and the majority and minority leaders of the 
senate and the House of Representatives". 

(b) Until such time as a change in the 
rate o-r pay of the omces referred to in the 
amendment made by subsection (a) of this 
section occurs under the provisions of the 

Federal Salary Act of 1967 (2 U.S.C. 351-
361), as amended by subsection (a) of this 
section, such rates of pay shall be the rates 
of pay in effect immediately prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act, as adjusted 
under section 203 and 204 of this title. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Now, Mr. President, 

for the information of the Senate, I 
would like to indicate that following dis
posal of S. 2175, the petroleum reserves 
bill, it is hoped that we would be able to 
turn to S. 391, the Mineral Leasing Act 
of 1920. and maybe following that to S. 
963, the diethylstilbestrol bill, upon 
which some action has been taken, and 
the so-called red-lined bill, which was 
discussed briefly on Saturday afternoon. 

If the distinguished assistant majority 
leader has a motion he wants to make 
about the post office bill, now is the time 
to do it. 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. How about the State, 

Justice. and Commerce bill? It has been 
reported out and is on the calendar. It is 
an appropriation bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The only thing is we 
had an agreement. We intend to proceed 
to the State, Justice, and Commerce bill 
this week. 

Mr. President, on behalf of the joint 
leadershiP--

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished majority leader 
yield? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
!or the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Senators will take 
their seats. If the Senator from West 
Virginia will suspend for a moment, the 
Senate will be in order. Senators will 
clear the well. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the distinguished Republican 
leader--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will now entertain a request that 
the order for the quorum call be rescind
ed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unannnousconsentthattheorderforthe 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TEMPORARY COMMISSION ON THE 
OPERATION OF THE SENATE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. on be
half of the joint leadership, the distin
guished Senator from Iowa <Mr. CULVER), 
the distinguished Senator from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. HUGH ScOTT), the distin
guished Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
GRIFFIN), the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia <Mr. RoBERT C. BYRD), the 
distinguished Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
CAm·oN), the distinguished Senator from 

Tennessee <Mr. BRocK), the distin
guished Senator from Alabama <Mr. 
ALLEN> , the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) , and my
self, I send to the desk a resolution and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res
olution will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 227) to establish a 
temporary Commission on the Operation of 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate considera
tion of the resolution? 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, let us hear 
the rest of the resolution, if we may, 
please. May it be read in full? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will read the t·esolution. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 
Resolution to establish a temporary Com

mission on the Operation of the Senate 
Whereas the responsibllities of Members 

of the Senate and the Senate have increased 
many-fold in recent years, as have expen
ditures of Federal funds to sustain these 
responsibillties; 

Whereas the administrative machinery, fa
cllities, and other elements in the structure 
and practices of the Senate which support 
the discharge of these responslbillties have 
been expanded and adjusted ln a piecem~al 
and uncoordinated fashion; 

Whereas the support structure, facilities, 
and administrative practice of the Senate 
have never been subjected to an over-all 
independent examination; and 

Whereas the modernization and improve
ment of the cost-effectiveness of the ad
ministrative machinery. facilities, practices, 
and support-services of the Senate can be 
facllltated by an impartial, over-an study 
conducted by a group independent of the 
Senate: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved. That (a) there is hereby estab
lished a Commission on the Operation of the 
Senate (hereafter ln this resolution referred 
to as the "Commission"), which shall be 
composed of nine members appointed from 
private ll!e and 2 ex officio members who are 
presently officers or employees of the Senate 
and who shall participate without vote. All 
Commissioners shall be appointed by the 
President of the Senate upon the Joint rec
ommendations of the Majority Leader and 
the Minority Leader o1 the Senate. 

(b) Any vacancy ln the Commission shall 
be fllled in the same manner as the original 
appointment. 

(c) The Commission sha.U elect a Chairman 
and a Vice Chalrman from among its mem
bers. 

(d) Five members of the Commlsslon shall 
constitute a quorum but two members may 
conduct bearings. 

(e) Not more than two former Members of 
the Senate may serve as members of the 
Commission and no individual whose rele
vant experience 1s preponderantly in the ex
ecutive branch of the Government shall be 
appointed as a member of the Commission. 

SEc. 2. (a) It Shall be the function and 
duty of the Commission to make a compre
hensive and impartial study of the organiza
tion and operation of the United States Sen
ate. Such study shall include, but not be 
limited to-

( 1) the functioning of Members. officers. 
and employees of the Senate in the light of 
the responsibilities of the Senate ln the areas 
of law-making, representation, and over
sight; 

(2) conflicts in the programmJng of bust
ness; 
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(3) office accommodations and facilities; 
( 4) information resources; and 
( 5) internal management administrative 

support structure (including electronic and 
technical aids, foresight capacity, accommo
dation for and coverage by the news media, 
workload, lobbying, pay and allowances, and 
conflicts of interest). 
Such study shall not include an examination 
of the question of the jurisdictions of the 
committees of the Senate over subject mat
ter. 

(b) The Commission shall also study ways 
of improving Senate communication, co
operation, and coordination with the House 
of Representatives and with the executive 
and judicial branches of the Government, 
giving due consideration to the separation 
of powers provided by the Constitution. 

SEc. 3. Members of the Commission shall 
receive, for each day on which they are en
gaged in the performance of their duties as 
Members of the Commission, compensation 
at a daily rate equal to the per diem equiv
alent of the highest rate of gross compen
sation which may be paid to an employee of 
a standing committee of the Senate; and 
shall be entitled to reimbursement for trans
portation expenses and to receive a per diem, 
in lieu of subsistence, at the same rate as is 
payable to employees of the Senate, for each 
day on which they are away from their homes 
or regular places of business or employment 
and are engaged in the performance of their 
duties as Members of the Commission or in 
traveling to or from the place where such 
duties are to be performed. Ex officio mem
bers of the Commission shall serve without 
pay. 

SEc. 4. (a) The Commission shall appoint, 
prescribe the duties and responsibilities of, 
and fix the compensation of a staff director, 
an associate staff director, and such other 
employees as may be necessary to enable it 
to carry out its functions and duties. The 
staff director and associate staff director may 
each be paid at a maXimum annual rate of 
compensation not exceeding the maXimum 
annual rate which may be paid to the two 
committee employees of a standing com
mittee of the Senate referred to in section 
105(e) (3) (A) of the Legislative Branch Ap
propriations Act, 1968, as amended and 
modified, and other employees of the Com
mission may be paid at a maximum annual 
rate of compensation not exceeding the 
maximum annual rate which may be paid 
to the four committee employees of a stand
ing committee of the Senate referred to in 
such section. 

(b) The Commission is authorized to pro
cure the temporary or intermittent services 
of individual consultants, or organizations 
thereof, in the same manner and under the 
same conditions as a standing committee of 
the Senate may procure such services under 
section 202(1) of the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act of 1946. 

(c) Subject to the provisions of section 7, 
the Commission is authorized to make such 
expenditures from the contingent fund of 
the Senc.te as may be :.1ecessary to carry out 
its functions and duties. 

SEc. 5. (a) The Commission is authorized 
to utilize the services, information, facilities, 
and personnel of the Office of the Secretary 
of the Senate, the Office of the Sergeant at 
Arms of the Senate, the Office of the Secre
tary for the Majority, the Office of the Sec
retary for the Minority, the Library of Con
gress, and the General Accounting Office; and 
th~ Secretary of the Senate, the Sergeant at 
Arms of the Senate, the Secretary for the 
Majority, the Secretary for the Minority, the 
Librarian of Congress, and the Comptroller 
General of the United States are authorized 
to furnish such services, information, faclU
ties, and personnel as may be requested by 
the Commission. 

(b) Office space and office fw·niture, furn
ishings and equipment shall be provided to 
the Commission in the same manner as other 
offices of the Senate. 

SEc. 6. (a) The Commission shall submit 
an interim report to the Majority Leader and 
Minority Leader of the Senate not later than 
March 31, 1976, and shall submit a final re
port to the Majority Leader and Minority 
Leader of the Senate not later than Septem
ber 30, 1976, which shall set forth the re
sults of the study made under this resolu
tion, together with its findings and recom
mendations. The Commission m9,y submit 
such other reports to the Majority Leader 
and Minority Leader of the Senate as they 
may request or as the Commission deems ad
visable. The Majority Leader and Minority 
Leader shall transmit to the Senate all re
ports received by them under this subsec
tion. 

(b) Sixty days after the date of submission 
of its final report under subsection (a), the 
Commission shall cease to exist. 

SEc. 7. The Pxpenses of the Commission, 
which shall not exceed $500,000, shall be paid 
from the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers signed by the Chairman of the 
Commission and approved by the Majority 
Leader or the Minority Leader of the Senate, 
except that vouchers shall not be required 
for the disbursement of salaries of employees 
paid at an annual rate. 

Mr. ALLEN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, I think a resolu
tion of this sort, this magnitude, and 
wide scope should go to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. If the pro
ponents of the resolution think other· 
wise, I have to object and let it come 
over under the rule to be reconsidered 
on tomon·ow. I object. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I can 
understand the feelings of the Senator 
from Alabama <Mr. ALLEN) . I point out 
that this was a matter which was dis
cussed at the Democratic Conference. It 
was agreed to unanimously. It was dis
cussed at the Republican Conference. It 
was agreed to unanimously. 

The joint leadership worked together 
to try to come forth with some proposi· 
tion of substance based on the initiative 
of the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
<Mr. CULVER). The matter has been dis
cussed in detail with the chairman and 
the ranking member of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, Senator CAN
NON of Nevada and Senator HATFIELD of 
Oregon. We thought that it might be bet
ter to do it that way, with this approval 
on the part of both party conferences or 
caucuses behind us. We did take it up 
on a joint leadership basis. 

I would like to receive immediate con
sideration so that a study of this sort 
could get underway. It is going to be 
a difficult job if something needs to be 
done. 

But if the Senator wishes to object, of 
course, it will go to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, as he well 
knows. 

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent for the immediate consideration 
of the resolution. 

Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. The resolution goes over under 
the rule. 

Mr. ALLEN. May I be added as a co
sponsor also? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator 
from Alabama. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ator from Alabama <Mr. ALLEN) be added 
as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
9 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate completes its business today 
it stand in adjournment until the hour 
of 9 a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

TEMPORARY COMMISSION ON THE 
OPERATION OF THE SENATE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I had 
prepared a statement prior to the in
troduction of the resolution creating a 
temporary commission on the opera
tion of the Senate, the so-called Culver 
commission, and I ask unanimous con
sent that that statement precede the 
printing of the resolution in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(Pursuant to a subsequent request 
the foregoing statement is not printed 
in the RECORD.) 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE-TIME 
ALLOCATION-H.R. 2559 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, so that Senators may know 
whether or not we are going to have any 
more rollcall votes tonight, I ask unani
mous consent that after H.R. 2559, the 
act to apply to the U.S. Postal Service 
certain provisions of law providing for 
Federal agency safety programs and re
sponsibility, that after the time that was 
agreed to-how much time was agreed 
to on that bill, Mr. President, tonight? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty 
minutes this evening. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. How much? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty 

minutes for the Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Very well. I 

ask unanimous consent that-
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Would the 

Senator permit me to have 5 minutes 
on the same bill? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani
mouse consent that the Senate now pro
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 2559 
with Mr. ALLEN to be recognized for 20 
minutes, Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., to be 
recognized for 5 minutes, and--

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask if 
my name was mentioned there. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. McGEE 
to be recognized for how many minutes? 

Mr. McGEE. This is tonight? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. McGEE. Ten. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Ten minutes. 
Mr. ALLEN. I would like the distin-

guished Senator from Wyoming to start 
off and explain the bill. 
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Mr. McGEE. Yes. 
Mr. ALLEN. And explain the bill and 

let the senator from Alabama make in
quiries and submit an amendment. 

Mr. McGEE. And Senator FONG also. 
Mr. FONG. I ask 10 minutes also. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEVERAL SENATORS 
TONIGHT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Ur. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed now to the consideration of 
H.R. 2559 with Mr. McGEE to be allotted 
10 minutes, Mr. FoNG 10 minutes, Mr. 
ALLEN 20 minutes, and Mr. HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR., 5 minutes, after which that 
measure be laid aside and the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the naval 
petroleum reserve bill, with no action to 
be taken on that bill tonight, that it just 
be laid down and it would be the un
finished business tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not object, 
as I understand the request of the Sena
tor from West Virginia, there is no 
unanimous-consent involved for tomor
row insofar as that. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. None what
soever, none in connection with H.R. 
2559. 

Mr. THURMOND. There would not be 
a vote on that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, so ordered. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I wonder if the distinguished assistant 
Republican leader, the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), and 
I could assw·e ow· colleagues there would 
be no more rollcall votes tonight. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Very well. 
There will be no more rollcall votes 

tonight, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be added as a 
cosponsor of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McGEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wyoming. 
The Senate will be in order. 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. PI·esident, I hesitate 

to ask what the pending business is. I will 
say what is the parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk 
will state the pending business for the 
information of the Senate. 

The pending business is H.R. 2559. 

POSTAL SERVICE COMPLIANCE 
WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL SAFE
TY AND HEALTH ACT 
The senate proceeded to consider the 

resolution <H.R. 2559), an act to amend 
title XXIX, United States Code, to ap
ply to the U.S. Postal Service certain 
provisions of law providing for Federal 
agency safety prog1·ams and responsi
bilities, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, and I ask unan-

imous consent that the time consumed 
in calling the quorum does not come out 
of anyone's time. It is just allotted here 
as a cow·tesy for one of the Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk proceed

ed to call the roll. 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimousconsentthattheorderforthe 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, by our 
agreement here this evening, we will dis
cuss the proceedings that have been tak
ing place for several months in the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
the companion group in the House of 
Representatives, with the Comptrollel' 
General of the United States, with the 
President of the United States, and with 
the Chief Justice of the United States. 

With the burden of this collection of 
discussions, that have now run since ear
ly February of this year, we have united 
on a very simple legislative proposal fo1· 
this body, recognizing that our earlier 
legislation did not anticipate or at least 
did not foresee the impact of double
digit in:fiation on the reforms that were 
made in earler years, both in the com
parative law for the civil service employ
ees and for the Salary Reform Act of 
1967. 

We have sought other ways of trying 
to readjust the inequities in the system. 
We could obtain no agreement on when 
or to what levels we should proceed on 
saJary readjustments. But one thing that 
all segments in the Government have 
agreed upon is that a basic reform is nec
essary, that prior reform is too short-

. sighted and should be corrected, and that 
all employees of the Government of the 
United States should be subject to what 
has loosely come to be called the cost-of
living adjustments. 

That procedw·e, sometimes called com
parability, is undertaken by an agent 
representing the President of the United 
States, which takes a reading in the 
spring on what the cost-of-living factors 
should be; and after their finding, they 
submit it to the President for his con
sideration. 

To illustrate: This year, the P1·esident's 
agent reported that the cost-of-living 
change since a year ago was about 8.6 
percent. Under the existing law, the next 
step is this: The President then has to 
decide whether to allow the l'ecommen
dation of the Presidential agent in this 
instance or to reduce the :figure. He can
not increase it, but he decides whether 
he is to decrease the figure or leave it 
alone. 

We have had no fu·m indication from 
PI·esident Ford yet as to what he will do. 
He earlier indicated that he is likely to 
allow a 5-percent figure, rather than the 
8.6 percent that the agent reported. 

I use that by way of illustration, Mr. 
President, for the simple reason that all 
the pending measure does is to put under 
the same mechanism, without any ex
emptions or exceptions-in othe1· words, 
there are no sleepers anywhere in this
those persons at the executive level, the 

supergrades, and the judiciary and the 
legislative branches of the Federal Gov
ernment. The theory is that the cost of 
living affects everybody; and this is for 
the future, down the road ahead, and 
does not include any retroactive con
sideration of the facts. 

A very small group is so affected, but 
it is a leadership group in the Govern
ment, and not without the problems at
tendant upon the current status of the 
economy of our country. 

The total cost for this reform, for this 
year, is estimated to be approximately 
$34 million if the PI·esident's judgment 
is a 5-percent cost-of-living factor. It 
would be slightly higher than that if he 
allowed the full 8.6 percent. 

I have in my hand a letter from the 
President of the United States to the 
Vice President, who is the Chairman of 
the Pre~ident's panel on government pay, 
and thus presented to us in his behalf, 
in which the President stresses that while 
he believes that other corrections must 
be made when our economic picture is 
improved and when the Nation's priori
ties are better sorted out, he believes that 
it is indispensable that this one reform 
correction be made without delay now. 

Mr. President, I also hold in my hand a 
joint letter signed by the majority and 
minority leaders of the Senate, in which 
they beseech the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service to examine the 
necessary steps that should be taken in 
order to update the existing mechanism 
as a reform move, simply in terms of ad
justing to the cost-of-living readings for 
the future--not retroactively. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator forgo the word "beseech" 
for "request"? 

Mr. McGEE. Request. I am sorry for 
my loose English. The rest of us were 
waiting to be beseeched because we 
thought we had been besieged so long 
by the encroachment of the cost of living. 
We appreciate whatever little crumbs are 
tossed to us as we go along. I am ve1-y 
grateful to the Senator. 

TEMPORARY COMMISSION ON THE 
OPERATION OF THE SENATE
SENATE RESOLUTION 227 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I of
fered a resolution tllis evening on behalf 
of the leadership. I had thought that 
when it was objected to, it would go on 
the calendar along· with other proposed 
legislation. I am informed that it goes on 
"Resolutions and Motions Over, Under 
the Rule." 

I do not wish a Senate matter of that 
nature to become a part of the New 
Hampsllire situation, so I ask unanimous 
consent that the l'esolution and my re
marks pertaining to it be withdl-awn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of that resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
·will report. 

Mr. ALLEN. I object, Mr. President. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous 

consent that under the rule it be 1·ead 
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twice and that it go over and be placed 
on the calendar. 

Mr. ALLEN. I object. That is not the 
case with respect to a resolution. That is 
only the case with respect to bills. 

lVu. MANSFIELD. The Senator objects 
to its being placed on the calendar? 

Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. And the Senator 

would much prefer to have it under "Res
olutions and Motions Over, Under the 
Rule," at which time, it would follow four 
resolutions having to do with a vacancy 
in the office {)f U.S. Senator from New 
Hampshire for the term commencing 
January 3, 1975? 

Mr. ALLEN. It would not take long to 
dispose of those, if we faced up to the 
issues. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
resolution is no longer included under 
"Resolution and Motions Over, Under 
the Rule." Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Th~t was 
the status prior to the unanimous-con
sent :request being made, and objection 
was heard. 

Mr. ALLEN. I object to the immediate 
consideration. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. So it is no longer 
under the heading "Resolutions and Mo
tions Over, Under the Rule"? 
Mr.JllJW~.Itis. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 

Senator now withdraws it, or has with
drawn it, it would not be. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
thought I had withdrawn it. Then I had 
made another motion, asking that it go 
on the calendar, and that was objected 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I did not think that 
brought it back under "Resolutions and 
Motions Over, Under the Rule." 

Mr. President, again I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution which I of
fered under the joint leadership and the 
majority and minority conferences, 
which has been placed under "Resolu
tions and Motions Over, Under the Rule" 
be withdrawn, and I hope I will be ac
corded that courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ALLEN. I certainly allowed the 
majority leader to do that a moment ago: 
and if be wishes to do that again, he cer
tainly has my permission. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

not being heard, the resolution is with
drawn. 

POSTAL SERVICE COMPL1ANCE 
WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL 
SAFETY AND HEALTH ACT 
'lb:e Sena,te continued with the consid

eration of the bill <H..R. 2559) to amend 
title 39, United States Code, to apply to 
the U.S. Postal Service certain provi
sions of law providing for Federal agency 
safety programs and responsibilities. and 
.for other purposes. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President. I urge af-
1lrmatiYe action on H.R. 2559. a btn re
ported h7 the Committee ou. Post Office 
and. Cil11 Service to correct mechanisms 

1n the pay adjustment formula for all 
Federal employees. 

This bill would only provide that the 
annual pay adjustment made for the bulk 
of Federal employees in the general 
schedule and other statutory salary sys
tems would be applied at the same time 
and at the same percentage rate to the 
salaries of those officials and employees 
who have received no pay raises since 
March of 19-69. 

H.R. 2559 as amended would take one 
step, small but substantive, toward the 
solution of a Federal personnel problem 
which has been neglected too long. It is a 
problem which becomes more pressing as, 
month by month, the Consumer Price 
.Index mounts higher. It is a problem 
which demands attention now. The heart 
of the matter is the fact that these offi
cials have not had a pay raise in 6 long 
years and more. 

The salaries of the Government's key 
personnel, including Cabinet officers, 
other Presidential appointees, Members 
of Congress, the Federal judiciary from 
the Chief Justice down, and approxi
mately 14,000 other employees covered by 
statutory pay systems are frozen. Most of 
these salaries have been frozen since 
March 1969. 

Between March 1969, and May 1975, 
the Consumer Price Index rose by 47.5 
percent, seriously eroding the purchasing 
power of the officials involved and creat
ing a horrendous pay logjam as the com
pensation of statutory employees rose to 
the lowest sub-cabinet level and stopped 
there at $36,000, creating inequities and 
dissatisfaction, and prompting early 
retirement. 

By May 1975, cabinet-level officials 
have lost since 1969 almost a third of 
the purchasing power of their 1969 
salaries. A level V official, still compen
sated at the rate of $36,000 a year, would 
have to earn about $53,000 a year now, 
just to maintain the same standard of 
living he had in 1969. 

Since March 1969, the salaries of 
statuory Federal employees not subject 
to tl:.J salary compression logjam have 
been increased under the comparability 
principle, more than 40 percent. During 
that period, non-Federal pay, constant
ly prodded by inflation, has increased 
by thJ same percentage amount. 

Enactment of this bUlls of paramount 
importance be.!ause it will indicate that 
at last Congress recognizes and is will
ing to deal with pay inequities which 
have been allowed to become more and 
more serious each year. H.R. 2559 is in
deed a modest proposal. It does n()t re
imburse the officials involved for the 
purchasing power they have lost since 
1969. It makes no effort to provide a 
"catch up" pay increase for anybody. 
But it does meet what the Comptroller 
General of the United States has called 
·~a critical need:· And it would provide 
some relief to the increasing nwnbers of 
senior civil service employees in the gen
eral schedule held down by the $36.~00 
ceiling in effect now for 76 months. . 

The bill provides a new method for 
the annual adjustment of pay rates far 
each level of the executive schedule. 
Members of Congress, and judges and 
officials of the judicial branch. The ad-

justment would become effective when
ever a comparability increase is made in 
the statutory pay systems. usually in 
October of each year. The amount of the 
adjustment would be equal to the per
centage comparability increase. rounded 
to the nearest $100. 

Last year the comparability increase 
was 5.5 percent. In 1973, the increase wa.s 
4.8 percent-modest incremental adjust
ments matching the increase in pay of 
comparable position outside of Govern
ment. Yet if the law had permitted these 
increases to be applicable to the top 
Government officials involved, a 1969 
salary of $42,500 would over the years 
have been increased to $63,86.9 today. 

H.R. 2559 does nothing to interfere 
with the mechanism by which the pay 
percentage adjustment is arrived at. 
That mechanism sets the pay of some 1.3 
million statutory Federal employees 
whose annual payroll is $17 billion. Their 
pay follows the pay of similar positions 
in private industry in accordance with 
the principle of equal pay for equal work. 
Each spring, the Bureau of Labor Statis
tics conducts comparability surveys in 
the private sector. Data from these sur
veys are used as the basis for recommen
dations to the President for pay adjust
ments. By law, his proposals to the 
Congress become effective in October 
of each year unless Congress intervenes. 
Since 1969 there have been seven of 
these adjustments. 

The law also provides that the Presi
dent may send to Congress an alternative 
pay plan if he believes that a national 
emergency or economic conditions war
rants a departure from the general com
parability rule. Congress may or may not 
accept his alternative plan. It may. in
stead of accepting his plan, disapprove it. 
In that case, the comparability percent
age derived from the BLS survey be
comes effective. 

It is our understanding that the Presi
dent believes economic conditions tlus 
year necessitate a 5-percent ceiling on 
Federal pay. We do not know whether or 
not he will submit an alternative pay 
plan pegged at 5 percent; nor do we 
know whether or not Congress would 
reject such a plan and insist upon the 
8.6 percent which the BLS survey indi
cates. In any event, this bill 1s totally 
si~ent on the amount of the increase. 
and the applicable percentage increase 
under this measure would be the one 
.finally accepted by the Congress. 

Mr. President, the record will show 
that this is not my :fh·st appearance here 
as an advocate of measures to break the 
pay-compression logjam and provide 
some relief for all those who have en
dured the long pay freeze since 1969. In 
midsummer of 1973. the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee reported S. 1989, 
a blll to provide for biennial rather than 
quadrennial review and adjustment of 
top-echelon legislative. executive, and 
judicial pay. Inflation was rampant, and 
it was clear that consideration of pay 
every 4 years was not freQuent enough. 
That bill was passed by the Senate but 
failed in the House of Representatives. 

Again last year. I strongly advocated a 
resolution reported b7 the committee 
which would have permitted, with one 
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exception, all pay increases proposed by 
the President upon the basis of the rec
commendation made to him by his 
Quadrennnial Pay Commission. The ex
cetion was congressional pay. The com
mittee believed that the Congress might 
be willing to face up to the pay-com
pression problem if it could escape the 
onus of voting itself a pay raise, however 
small. On March 6, 1974, however, the 
Senate amended the resolution to dis
approve all of the President's recom
mendations and thus rejected the entire 
proposal. 

Those congressional rejections are re
grettable, in my opinion. Had either the 
1973 or 1974 measures been enacted, it 
would not now be necessary for us again 
to seek solutions to a problem that just 
will not go a way. 

It is my hope and belief that, this 
year, the advocates of affirmative action 
on pay will be successful. We have strong 
allies. Senators MANSFIELD and SCOTT 
have written to me as Post Office and 
Civil Service Comntittee chairmen urging 
an early effort to lift the 6-year ban on 
pay increases. Their letter, advocating 
legislation almost identical to H.R. 2559, 
reads in part: 

The type of authorization [advocated] 
would at least serve to keep pace with the in
flationary spiral from now on. It is not our 
intention to recommend nor do we advocate 
any initial lump sum adjustment to "catch 
up" on the more than 40 percent which has 
already been denied. But, henceforth, the 
adjustment will at least afford this group 
equal treatment with all other employees of 
the Government. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the letter from 
Senators MANSFIELD and SCOTT be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
· <See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, as rank
ing Republican member of the commit
tee, Senator FoNG joined me in discussing 
this issue with President Ford and Vice 
President RocKEFELLER, who is Chairman 
of the President's Panel on Federal 
Compensation, a special pay study group 
appointed to review all aspects of Gov
ernment pay. The President and Vice 
President endorse legislation to halt 
the erosive effect of inflation upon top
echelon Federal compensation, and the 
President believes that further ac
tion to bring equity in this area should 
await the findings of the Panel headed 
by the Vice President. Title ll of H.R~ 
2559 provides. the pay relief recom
mended by the President. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter from the President of 
the United States bearing directly on 
this matter be printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objectiou, it:is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. Pt:esident, perhaps a 

1·eview of the pay-setting procedures for 
top echelon officials of the three bt·anches 
would be in order here. Salary adjust
ments for these officials are provided for 
under the Federal Salary Act of 1967, 

which authorizes a Commission on Ex
ecutive, Legislative, and Judicial Sala
ries. The Commission which is appointed 
every 4 years, studies and reviews the 
.compensation of the officials affected and 
reports its recommendations to the 
President no later than January 1 of the 
year following the fiscal year in which 
the Commission is appointed to make its 
quadrennial review. 

The President, using the recommenda
tions of the Commission, proposes pay 
adjustments to the Congress in his 
budget message. His proposal on pay be
comes effective 30 days after it is deliv
ered unless Congress enacts a conflicting 
law or specifically disapproves all or part 
of his proposal. 

The last pay adjustment provided for 
under the Federal Salary Act of 1967 took 
effect in March 1969. The most recent 
Commission was appointed by then Pres
ident Nixon in December 1972, too late 
for it to conclude a review and make a 
report by January 1, 1973. Thus, that re
port was delayed a year, being submitted 
to Congress on February 4, 1974. The 
Committee considered the President's 
proposal and reported the resolution 
which I described earlier. The resolution, 
endorsing the raises for all officials ex
cept Congress, was defeated in the Sen
ate on March 6, 1974. 

H.R. 2559 does nothing to interfere 
with this present pay-setting mechanism. 
The quadrennial Commission will be ap
pointed in fiscal year 1977 and will make 
its recommendations to the President in 
December of that year. Some Members of 
the Senate believe tbat H.R. 2559 does not 
go far enough. Some want a "catchup" 
pay raise. Others do not believe the yearly 
percentage increase provided will prove 
to be sufficiently high when considered 
in the light of the 6-year freeze. These 
Members I would urge to wait until 1977, 
when the quadrennial Commissiou will 
report, for a more substantial iucrease. 
H.R. 2559, as I have stated, now enjoys 
broad bipartisan support in both Houses, 
and the pay section of the bill is endorsed 
by the White House. It is my belief that 
attempts to liberalize the bill by amend
ment would imperil its chances of enact
ment. 

Mr. President, a concluding word 
about the critical situation which this 
bill would ameliorate. The four top 
grades of the general schedule suffer 
from the $36,000 ceiling. The pay rates 
for GS-18 and the top step of GS-17 
reached the ceiling in January 1971. 
With each annual comparability in
crease, the ceiling has progressively 
penetrated into the lower grades. Last 
October, the salaties of 14,700 employees 
were limited by the ceiling. A GS-18, now 
limited to· $36,000, would now be making 
$46,336 if he bad been allowed the com
parability step increases which. the law 
says are due him under the "equal pay 
for equal work" policy principle. The 
ceiling has now reached into grade GS-15 
and the penetration into GS-14 will con

tinue and may accelerate. 
The risk of losing some of our most 

able career executives increases each 
year. More than 1,000 supergrades are 
eligible to retire. Approximately 300 of 

them become eligible in 1975. By l'emain
ing in Government, these executives are 
foregoing cost-of-living annuity in
creases they would have received if they 
had elected to retire. Annuities were 
raised almost 12 percent in 1974. In the 
absence of pay relief, career officials are 
electing to retire on annuities adjusted 
upward as the cost of living goes up and 
by accepting more remunerative posi
tions outside Government. 

Robert E. Hampton, Chah·man of the 
Civil Service Commission, has written an 
extremely perceptive article, which ap
pears in the Federal Times of July 30, 
1975, describing the effect on Govern
ment of the early retirements prompted 
by the $36,000 ceiling. He characterizes 
this errect as "a danger to the continuity 
of effective management of Government 
operations." I ask unanimous consent 
that his article be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 3.) 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that a comparison of ex
ecutive compensation in the largest pri
vate enterprise firms and the Federal 
Government be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

t See exhibit 4.) 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, we are 

told that recruitment and retention at 
the sub-Cabinet level is becoming in
creasingly difficult because the compen
sation offered by the executive schedule 
compares so unfavorably with pay out
side Government. These are the officials 
who effectuate Federal policy as estab~ 
listed by the Congress and .by the Presi
dent. The country needs top level men 
and women in these positions, and we 
mu·st pay them adequately. 
· The pay of Federal judges-men and 
women who stand as the central figure 
in the administration of justice in this 
country-is encouraging more resigna
tions now than at any time in our his
tory. In the judicial branch, top classi
fied employees as well as judges are 
frozen in their present salaries. Referees 
in bankruptcy, U.S. magistrates, clerks 
of court, and probation officers who are 
at the top of their grades can no longer 
receive increases in salary as long as 
the district judge's salary remains static. 
New law school gradu9,tes this year a1·e 
being employed at a starting salary of 
$20,000 by law firms in big cities, while 
a district judge's salary is pegged at 
$40,000. ~ . 

Si1,1ce 1969, the sala1ies of State chief 
judges have increased 44.2 percent. Until 
recently, Federal judicial salaries have 
been higher than top salaries in almost 
all State systems, but that pattern is 
changing. In 1969, only one State,' New 
York, paid its judges more than a u.s. 
district judge. Now 20 States pay their 
judges at rates equal t{) or more than 
Federal district court judges are paid. 

Enactment of H.R. 2559 would mark 
a vital first step in correcting these in
equities. 

Mr. President, the pay provisions I 
have .described appear as title II of H.R. 
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2559. Title I of that measure brings the 
Postal Service under the provisions of 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act, 
so that the Postmaster General would be 
required by law to maintain an effective 
and comprehensive safety and health 
program for the Postal Service. The 
Postal Service now complies with that 
act under its agreement with the na
tional postal unions. The committ-ee be
lieves the safety program of the Postal 
Service would be improved if compliance 
were required as a matter of law. I urge 
favorable consideration of H.R. 2559. 

I yield the :floor, Mr. President. 
In a moment some questions will be 

raised, but I think Senator FoNG, the 
ra-nking minority member, should take 
some time now, and then we will answer 
questions. 

ExHmrr 1 

u.s. SE...T><ATE, 
0FFI.CE OF THE MAJoRrrY LEADER, 

Washington, D.C., June 11, 1975. 
Hon. GALE W. McGEE, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office ana 

C'lvU Service, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR 1\fit. CHAIRMAN: The almost dally re· 
m!nders of the Inflation brings to our atten· 
tlon, once again, the group of officials in the 
Federal Government who have had their 
salaries frozen, effective March 1, 1969, for 
a period of more than six years. In very simple 
terms, this means that the pay of these 
positions has been cut 42.98% in terms of 
purchasing power since that is the amount 
of pay increa-ses that have been authorized 
for Government employees since March 1, 
1969. This 1s an average reduction of more 
than 7% each year. 

The Comptroller General of the United 
States in his report to Congress, dated Feb· 
ruary 25, 1975, relative to the subject of the 
eritical need for a better system for adjust· 
tng salaries of higher Federal officials, in· 
eluding judges and Members of Congress, 
stated that anyone at a salary of $36,000 on 
March 1, 1969 had a purchasing power in 
December, 1974 of $27,600 and without relief, 
this would drop to $24,200 by January 1977. 

Just recently~ a local newspaper reported 
that the possl.billty of another automatic pay 
adjustment as high as 10% for Government 
employees on October 1, 197.5 is very likely. 
If this occurs, it would then mean a total 
of at least 63% rise 1n salary lncreacSes cover
ing eight separate adjustments in a period 
of six and one·half years. It would average 
out to an increase of at least 8% per year. 
This would ereate an even greater loss to the 
small segment of ofilclals of the Federal serv· 
ice wha are excluded from the pay adjust· 
ments. 
It is also .generally recognized that many 

ofilclals and employees in positions of high 
responsibillty .are prematurely retiring be· 
cause of the llmitation on the salary of their 
positions. We cannot overlook the fact that 
a principal reason for early departure from 
Government service, in all probabllity, 1s the 
salary freeze. 

Along with judges. higher executives of 
agencies, some Members of the Congress 
have also expressed themselves on this sub· 
Ject. Those with young families and little 
or no income other than their salary are 
experiencing the same financial pinch. The 
obligations of a Member of Congress are 
tn many respects, more demanding than 
anyone else in Government service. As for 
others, the President of the Unitecl States 
oD his 1975 budget message containing rec
ommendations for executive, legislative and 
judlclal salary adjustments stated that a 
Yel"}" serious and adverse effect has occurred 
1a th& areas or recrulttng, retention, and 

incentive for advancement throughout the 
Federal service. 

Therefore, It .Is our joint recommendation 
that this matter be dealt with in a straight· 
forward fashion and that legislation be pre· 
sented to the Congress that would extend 
the same cost of living percentage increase 
for the positions listed on the attached 
schedule as is provided for employees of 
the Government generally. 

In our judgment, the legislation should 
be handled with dispatch so that the au
thorization for the heretofore excluded po
sitions will be included in the next cost 
of living increase which is scheduled to 
go into effect October 1, 1975. 

This type of authorization would at least 
serve to keep pace with the inflationary 
spiral from now on. It is not our intention 
to recommend nor do we advocate any 
initial lump sum adjustment to "catch up" 
on the more than 40% which has already 
been denied. But, henceforth, the adjust. 
ment will at least afford this group equal 
treatment With all other employees of the 
Government. 

We attach herewith proposed legislation 
to accomplish this recommendation and 
suggest that you and Senator Fong, the 
ranking Minority Member of your Com
mittee, meet and discuss with Senator 
Ernest Hollings, Chairman, and Senator 
Richard Schweiker, ranking Minority Mem. 
ber of the Subcommittee on Legislative Ap
propriations of the Committee on Appro
priations, the most -expeditious and best 
possible legislative vehicle for early enact
ment. 

For your information, we are also address· 
1ng a letter to Senator Hollings With the 
same suggestion for a meeting and discus
sion of our recoxnmendation with you and 
Senator Fong. 

With best wishes, we are 
Sincerely yours, 

HUGH ScOTT, Republican Leader. 
MIKE 1viANSFIELD, Majority Leader. 

Enclosure. 
THE IMPACT OF THE $36,000 SALARY LIMITATION 

The Civil Service Commission has been 
gathering data from agencies on the effect 
the $36,000 limitation on pay 1s having on 
the executive branch's efforts to recruit and 
retain a high-quality managerial and pro· 
fessional workforce. 

The data reveals that almost all agencies 
are faced with siinilar problems. Hundreds of 
the Federal Government's most valuable of
ficials are quitting their jobs or retiring 
early because of the $36,000 salary llmita· 
tion. The result 1s that many key positions 
are being left vacant and important services 
performed by the government are beg1Iinlng 
to suffer. The growing size of the problem 
1s shown by these official figures: The rate 
of resignations among professional employees 
has doubled since 1970. Retirements increased 
by 50 percent In the single year from 1973 
to 1974. Early retirements of executives are 
plaguing many Government agencies. The 
Internal Revenue Service reports, for ex
ample, the average age of Its retirees haa 
gone from 62.4 years in 1969 to 56 years cur· 
rently. 

Many critical and important jobs are going 
un:fllled for months. For example: The posi
tion of chief actuary of the entire Socia! Se· 
curity system has been vacant for 15 months. 
The GS-18 position of Director of the Na· 
tiona! Institute on Aging at the National 
Institutes of Health has been vacant since 
it was established in May 1974. The positions 
of Program Director for Chemotherapy and 
Program Director for Cancer Centers in the 
National Cancer Institute have been vacant 
for months. Only three out of 15 vacant po· 
sitions (due to early retirement) -of admin• 
istra.tive law judges ba.ve been. filled at the 
National Labor Relations Board. The llst 

goes on and on. In all cases it is clear that 
the $36,000 salary limitation is a major reason 
why positions requiring outstanding qualifi
cations and capabilities, in addition to the 
assumption of awsome responsibilities, are 
so difficult to filL 

Another aspect of the problem involved 
the refusal of key employees to move into 
positions of greater responsibility. Aside from 
the assuming of greater responsibillties at 
no increase in salary, it also generally in
volved moving to a different part of the coun. 
try, uprooting .of family and in addition 
bearing the expense that moves generally 
entail. Even the most dedicated employees 
must consider this very carefully. For ex
ample: The Project Manager for the Apollo 
Soyuz Test Project refused the Directorship 
of the Kennedy Space Center, indicating that 
he could not afford to absorb the cost of 
moving his family to Florida. At the National 
Weather Service, a GS-16 employee declined 
a promotion to the GS-17 position of Associ
ate Director for Systems Development. At the 
Department of Transportation a GS-17 Re· 
glonal Director refused reassignment to the 
position {)f Associate Administrator for Air
ports since it would involve moving to Wash
ington, bearing the cost of the move and the 
disadvantage of living in a high·cost area 
without any additional compensation. Once 
again, the examples cited are just a "t'ery 
small fraction of an ever-growing list. 

Perhaps the gt•eatest impact of the $36 000 
limitation is felt when attempting to att;act 
outstanding candidates from the private sec· 
tor to :fl11 top level vacancies. This 1s espe
cially true in the legal, medical and scien
tific areas. Applicants who are curious en
ough to apply, or who are solicited because 
they are currently in similar positions in the 
private sector, a,re qUickly turned oft' by the 
$36,000 salary or with the prospect that it 
represents the end of the road as far as salary 
is concerned. In most cases, these people are 
already making far more money in their cur· 
rent jobs. 

The general higher level of compensation 
in the private sector for positions similar 
in nature and scope of the executive levels 
in government not only serves as a barrier 
for halting the flow of executive level types 
from industry into the government, but at 
the same time serves as a gateway for gov· 
ernment executives to leave government 
employment for the greener pastures of prl· 
vate enterprise. At the Commerce Depart. 
ment, the Chief Economist of the Bureau 
of Economic Analysis, GS-16, resigned -to 
take a higher-paying position in private 
enterprise. At the National Cancer Institute 
the Clinical Director resigned to accept a 
higher-paying position at a University. At 
the Justice Department, a Supervisory Trial 
Attorney at the GS-16 level resigned to ac· 
eept a position in private industry at a sub· 
stantlally Increased salary. At the Depart. 
ment of Agriculture, the GS-17 Director of 
Automated Data Systems resigned to take a 
$70,000 position in private industry. 

At the same time, at HEW, a candidate 
rejected the GS-18 position of Director of the 
Office of Child Development because she was 
eurrently making $50,000 in private indtts• 
try. At the Department of Interior, a candi· 
date declined the position of Deputy As· 
sistant Secretary for Energy and Minerals 
to accept .a position with a consulting firm 
paying over $50,000. At the Commerce De
partment, a candidate declined appointment 
to a GS-16 Associate General Counsel posi
tion to accept a position paying $50,000. At 
the Small Business Admlnlstration. a can
didate declined the position of Associate Ad· 
ministrator for Finance and Investment be
cause 1t would Involve a loss of $14.000 of 
his current salary 1n the private sector. 

'The Clvll Service Commission itself haa 
been hit by premature retirements among 
tts top staff. Many of these key pel'SODII re
tired within months after becoming ellg1bl8 

. 
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:tor retirement. For example: An Executive 
Director at age 55, A Deputy Executive Di
rector at age 57, a General Counsel, age 55, 
An Assistant Executive Director, age 55, 
A Regional Director, 55, Two Bureau Direc
tors, 55 and 56, and two Deputy Bureau Di
rectors at 55. These executives had valu
able experience and skills and the ability 
to render additional valuable service for 
perhaps five or ten more years. Many of 
them, in fact, are still working full-time 
outside of the Federal service. 

It is apparent that if the situation re
mains static, that is, if the $36,000 limita
tion remains and at the same time the level 
of compensation in the private sector remain 
free to adjust in an open market, we are 
sure to see the problems of attracting and 
retaining quality executives become even 
more pronounced. 

ExHmiT 2 
THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, July 26, 1975. 
Hon. NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As you are aware from 
discussions we have had over the past few 
months, a serious problem has been develop
ing in the recruitment and retention of 
senior-level executives and judges in the 
Federal Government. 

This problem has now reached the critical 
stage. Essentially, it stems from the fact that 
there has been no pay raise for executive level 
managers or judges for six years. As a result: 

Notwithstanding the clear intent of our 
Federal pay system that the varying levels 
of responsibility should be reflected in sal
aries, we now have a situation where some 
15,000 employees in top grades (Executive 
Level V, G8-18, Gs-17, G8-16 and even Gs-
15) all receive the same pay. The reason is 
that, as employees have received pay in
creases over the past six years, more and 
more of them come up against the six-year
old statutory pay ceiling of Executive Level 
v. 

More than 20 percent of the Government's 
top officials are either quitting their jobs or 
retiring early. From 1969 to the present, the 
rate of executive resignations and retire
ments has more than doubled. In fact, em· 
ployees whose salaries are frozen are retiring 
early at three times the rate of all Govern
ment employees, mostly in the 55--59 
age range, depriving the Government of five 
or ten years of additional service by these ex· 
perienced workers. 

Several dozen of the Government's top 
posts are unfilled at this time simply 
because many of the executives we want to 
bring into Federal Service cannot, in !air
ness to their families, accept the huge cut in 
compensation that would be involved. 

Key Government officials are turning down 
offers to move into Federal positions of 
greater responsibility in new localities. They 
cannot afford to uproot their families and 
bear the expense of moving at no increase in 
salary. There are hundreds of instances of 
this problem. 

Since March, 1969, when pay for upper 
echelon Federal employees was last adjusted, 
the sa.la.rles of those not subject to the freeze 
have risen 50 percent. During this same pe
riod, a rise in the cost of living of 47.5 per
cent has reduced the purchasing power of 
those with frozen salaries by nearly one
third. 

The same problem applies to the judicial 
and legislative branches. The Chief Justice 
advises me that as a result of such frozen 
compensation schedules, a number of Federal 
judges have left the bench to return to pri
vate law practice and many others are plan
ning to do so. 

While the salaries fixed in 1969 quite un
derstandably seem more than adequate to 

many, we must face the fa1't that such sal· 
aries are today far out of line with compa
rable salaries in the private sector-and in
deed in a growing number of State and local 
governments-for skilled, experienced ad
ministrators, senior professionals and judges. 
Actually, executive pay in the private sector 
and earnings of private attorneys have both 
increased by about 44 percent since 1969. 

The Civil Service Commission has con
ducted an extensive survey and I am enclos
ing a summary of its report which contains 
specifics on this problem. I urge you to read 
it. 

As you know, the Senate Civil Service 
Committee has reported out H.R. 2559 to 
extend to employees of the Executive, Judi
cial and Legislative branches whose pay has 
been frozen so long, increases commensurate 
with those granted to other employees whose 
salaries are not frozen. 

This statu tory change will not result in 
any "catch-up" for the last six years and 
will not solve all of the inequities we now 
hav·e. But I feel we must move at once in 
this direction. I consider H.R. 2559 as a vital 
first step. Further action to solve the prob
lem will be addressed by the Panel on Fed
eral Compensation which I established re
cently and by the next Quadrennial Com
mission on Executive, Legislative and Judi
cial salaries. 

The added cost of the compensation ad
justments of H.R. 2559 will come to a frac
tion of one percent of the Federal payroll. 
In my judgment, this action is essential it 
we are to recruit and retain qualified and 
competent senior-level people to conduct our 
Government's business. I, therefore, urge the 
Congress to enact this bill promptly. 

Sincerely, 
GERALD R. FoRD. 

ExHmiT 3 
[From the Federal Times, July 30, 1975] 

THE CEILING ON SALARIES Is HURTING NATION 

(By Robert E. Hampton) 
The freeze on executive salaries is becom

ing an absurdity-and a danger to the con
tinuity of effective management of govern
ment operations. 

Competent career managers, at the peak 
of their performance, are finding it finan
cially more rewarding to retire than to con
tinue working. And each time one leaves, 
government and the people are losing inval
uable leadership and management know-how 
which simply cannot be spared. 

To be very personal about it, my agency, 
the Civil Service Commission, can't stand 
much more of the brain drain that has been 
occurring in recent months. 

We pride ourselves on thinking and plan
ning ahead, and on developing the managers 
we wlll need in the future. But enough is 
enough! Since last December, we have lost 
or are in the process of losing: 

An extremely able executive director, at 
the age of 55. 

A distinguished deputy executive director, 
at the age of 57. 

A general counsel who has excelled in 
numerous areas o! personnel law, individual 
rights, freedom of information, and privacy, 
at the age of 55. 

An assistant executive director who has 
done more for equal employment opportunity 
than anyone I know, at age 55. 

A top-notch regional director in Phila
delphia, at the age of 55. 

Each of these executives has the know-how, 
the skill, the experience, and the intellect 
that we need, very badly, for another five 
to ten years. 

Yet we lost them, and as I will point out 
later, our experience in this one small agency 
is typical of the tragedy that is occurring 
throughout the federal government. 

What 1s the problem that 1s leading to 

this exodus of talent? It is a two-bladed saw 
that is ripping both ways. One blade Is an 
executive pay law that has !ailed to meet 
expectations. The other blade is inflation 
itself. And while the executive pay law has 
proved to be a failure another law designed 
to protect federal pensioners against the 
ravages of inflation is working exactly as it 
was intended. The irony is that while the 
well-intended, completely justifiable and 
proper law for keeping annuities abreast of 
inflation is working well for pensioners, it 
is serving as an unintended and completely 
undesirable magnet to draw frozen-salaried 
ex~utives away from active service at the 
prime of their working lives. 

Government's highest level executives, in 
what we call the Executive Schedule, rang
ing from Level I (members of the Cabinet) 
through Level V (our executive director) 
have not had a pay adjustment since early 
1969, even though executive pay adjust
ments are supposed to be made every four 
years. During that time, salaries !or top 
executives in the private sector have in
creased by 44 percent. 

The salary at Executive Level V, now $36,-
000, establishes a ceiling for career execu
tives because there is a statute which says 
that a civil servant's pay may not exceed 
the pay of a Level V executive. 

Under the law that provides annual pay 
adjustments for general schedule workers 
and others who are linked to the general 
schedule, all G8-18's and a few G6-17's 
bumped their heads against the salary ceil
ing in January 1971. 

As pay adjustments have been made an
nually for civil servants, more and more GS 
employees have hit the celling. At present, 
there are 15,000 members of the "Asterisk 
Club," so named because the rates of pay 
they should be receiving under comparabil
ity with private industry are indicated by 
asterisks on pay tables, with a footnote in
dicating their actual earnings are limited to 
$36,000. 

While the freeze already affects many G8-
15's in the upper three steps of the grade, 
the asterisk is expected to cover stlll more 
G8-15's and even some G8-14's when the 
October 1975 pay adjustment is made. This 
will increase the membership in the Aster
isk Club to something in excess of 20,000 
persons. 

Frozen salaries for this critical group of 
people impact on the individual in two 
ways-erosion of purchasing power and re
duction of computed annuity. 

In a study sent to Congress on Febru
ary 25, the Comptroller General reported 
that the 1969 salary of $60,000 for a cabinet 
member had been eroded by inflation to a 
purchasing power of $41,'700 as of last De
cember, and that it wlll have been reduced 
to $36,570 by January 1977. At Level V, the 
$36,000 salary established in 1969 had 
dwindled in purchasing power to $25,020 in 
December o! 1974 and was headed for $21,942 
in 1977. The G8-18's salary o! $36,000, estab
lished in January 1971, nearly two years 
after Level V, had decreased In purchasing 
power to $27,600 in 1974 and will decrease 
to about $24,200 by January 1977. 

And here ls how a salary freeze affects the 
individual's retirement: Civll service pen
sions are computed under a complex for
mula that keys primarily on highest annual 
salary averaged over three consecutive years, 
and on length of service. The employee whose 
salary is frozen does not receive any pay 
raises, any "step increases," or any monetary 
benefit from promotions, for the salary ls the 
same from the top of grade 15 through 
Level V. 

Thus, with no dollar increases to improve 
his or her earnings, the only advantage in 
remaining on active duty is that the pen
sion is increased two percelllt for each year 
the employee continues to serve. In other 
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wordS, only one o:r the computation cylinders 
is working. 

Having established the adverse impact of 
frozen salaries upon purchasing power and 
pension computations, now let us turn to 
that feature of the retirement law which 
permits increases in pensions every time the 
Consumer Price Index increases by three or 
more percent. 

Since June of 1971, this law has provided 
pension increases of 4.5 percent, 4.8, 6.1, 5.5, 
6.4, 7.3, and to become effective August 1, 
another 5.1 percent increase in pensions. 

With pension increases of 10 percent or 
more per year, coupled with salaries which 
have been frozen for as long as six and a 
half years, we now have five Executive 
Branch annuitants who retired in 1971 and 
1972 at earnings of $36,000 per year who are 
drawing more in annuity than they would be 
drawing In salary if still employed! 

Perhaps the greatest tragedy of it allis the 
age at which salary frozen executives are 
retiring. A racent commission study showed 
that the retirement rate for frozen-salary 
executives in the 55-59 age bracket was three 
times the normal rate for employees In that 
age group. 

As salary-frozen executives leave govern
ment through early retirement or through 
resignations to take higher paying jobs in 
the private sector, their agencies are ex
periencing great difficulty in obtaining top
quality replacements. 

Some agencies have reported that career 
executives in the field, already frozen at low
er grades, have declined reassignments to 
higher-graded but not higher-paying jobs in 
Washington, because they felt the move 
would result in a pay cut, in the form of 
higher living costs, rather than a pay raise 
for assuming greater responsibility. 

By the same token, critical jobs in govern
ment have gone unfilled because private 
sector executives drawing far more money 
have been unwilling or unable to take a 
major cut in salary to come into govern
ment, even though they were strongly mo
tivated toward public service. 

Dfficulties in recruiting and retaining 
high-caliber executives is measurable, but 
the effect of lost managerial talent on the 
quality of government is more difficult to 
quantify. 

An official in the Office of Management and 
Budget nailed one dimension of it when he 
said the manager of a billion-dollar opera
tion, managing at only 98 percent of capac
ity, conceivably could cost the taxpayers 
two percent of a billion dollars or $20 million 
in th. course of a year. 

The director of the National Cancer In
stitute would have more difficulty in meas
uring the cost of missing research scientists, 
but in my view the cost would be profound. 

To me, the cost is a more personal thing, 
for it grieves me to the very roots to see 
valuable employees, like those I identified 

·earlier, leave the government at the prime 
of their lives. I'd be thrilled to know that I 
would not receive another invitation to a 
retirement party in the next two years, for 
I have said farewell to altogether too many 
able peOI•le In recent years. And I believe 
I am expressing the sentiments of every 
agency head In the government when I say 
this. 

What w~ need is relief from an arbitrary 
salary ceiling on top executives, which In 
and of itself establishes a companion ceiling 
on career managers. Not just a one-time, 
Band-Aid type of remedy, but an enduring 
procedure which will insure that the present 
conditions of salary compression do not 
recur. 

EXHIBIT 4 
COMPARISON OF EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION IN 

LARGEST PRIVATE ENTERPRISE FmMS AND THE 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

(Source: private enterprise compensation 
data drawn from Business Week/Peat, Mar-

wick, and Mitchell study published in May 12, 
1975, issue of Business Week) 

The heads of nine of the Nation's largest 
banks receive compensation (salaries plus 
bonuses) averaging $277,000, while the Sec
retary of the Treasury receives $60,000, the 
Chairman of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve receives $42,500, and the 
Comptroller of the Currency receives $40,000. 

The heads of three of the Nation's largest 
wood products firins receive compensation 
averaging $249,000, and the heads of five 
of the largest paper companies average $316,-
000. The head of the U.S. Forest Service re
ceives $36,000. 

The heads of nine of the largest food prod
uct companies in the country receive com
pensation averaging $294,000, while the 
Secretary of Agriculture receives $60,000. 

The heads of three of the country's large 
retail store chains receive an average of $311,-
000, while the General Services Administra
tion's Commissioner of the Federal Supply 
Service receives $36,000. 

The heads of five of the country's largest 
airlines receive an average of $239,000 in com
pensation, and the heads of four large ran
roads receive an average of $309,000. The 
Secretary of Transportation receives $60,000, 
the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration receives $42,500, and the Ad
ministrator of the Federal Railroad Admin
istration receives $40,000. The Chairmen of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board and the Inter
state Commerce Commission each receive 
$40,000. 

The heads of eight of the country's large 
power companies receive compensation aver
aging $188,000. The Chairman of the Federal 
Power Commission receives $40,000, as does 
the Chairman of the Board of Directors of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. The Admin
istrator of the Bonneville Power Administra
tion 1·eceives $36,000. 

The heads of twelve of the country's larg
est oil companies receive average compensa
tion of $429,000. The Administrator of the 
Federal Energy Administration receives $42,-
500. 

The heads of five of the country's largest 
communications companies receive compen
sation averaging $441,000. The Chairman of 
the Federal Communications Commission re
ceives $40,000. 

The heads of five of the largest airc1·aft 
manufacturing companies receive an average 
of $348,000, and the heads of the four major 
automobile makers average $292,000. The 
heads of the seven largest steel companies 
average $337,000. The Secretary of Defense 
receives $60,000. 

The heads of four of the Nation's large 
publishing companies receive average com
pensation of $238,000. The Public Printer of 
the United States receives $40,000. 

The heads of six of the Nation's largest 
mining companies receive average compensa
tion of $316,000. The Secretary of the Interior 
receives $60,000, and the Director of the Bu
reau of Mines receives $36,000. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, title I of 
H.R. 2559 brings the Postal Service under 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970. The Postal Service is presently 
complying with that act. 

Title II was added by the Senate Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee as an 
amendment to H.R. 2559 in order to pro
vide a new method for the annual adjust
ment of pay rates for each level of the 
executive schedule. Members of Congress, 
and judges and officials of the judicial 
branch. 

The adjustment would become effective 
whenever a comparability adjustment is 
made in the statutory pay system, usual
ly in October of each year. On October 1 
last year, the increase was 5.5 percent. 
This year, the increase is expected to be 
between 8 and 9 percent. 

Mr. President, the tilne has come when 
we must take action to bring relief to 
hard-pressed Federal officials in the up
per echelons whose salaries have been 
frozen since March 1969. 

The salary rates that are now in effect 
for the Government's leaders were last 
adjusted more than 6 years ago. 

Since then, the cost of living has risen 
48 percent. Salaries for top management 
in private enterprise have gone up over 
44 percent. Pay rates for the Govern
ment•s lower level general schedule em
ployees have gone up more than 50 per
cent, following wage movements for com
parable workers in private enterprise. 

Despite all these increases in the cost 
of living and in pay rates throughout the 
rest of the economy, the salaries of sen
ior Federal officials have remained frozen 
at their 1969 level. 

This salary freeze has been doubly un
fair, for it has been unfair not only to 
the affected 17,000 public servants-the 
great majority of them career employ
ees-but it is also unfair to the rest of 
the Nation's citizens, for it is rapidly 
eroding the great store of skills and tal
ents our country has developed in its 
corps of senior public servants. 

The Government as an employer doe 
not operate in a vacuum. We must com
pete for talent with other employers in 
the economy. Some may say that there 
are many people who would leap at the 
chance for a $36,000 salary, and that is 
certainly true, but we are not talking 
about jobs that just anyone can fill. 
There is a tremendous scarcity of skilled, 
experienced administrators and senior 
professionals in this country today, and 
whether we like it or not, these people 
are going to work for those employers 
who will appreciate and reward their 
skills and abilities. 

Last year, the Civil Service Commis
sion made a survey of private industry : 
pay for work equivalent to the Govern
ment's supergrades. That survey showed 
that private industry, a year ago, was 
paying an average of $45,146 for GB-16 
work, $56,011 for GB-17 work, and 
$71,076 for GS-18 work. Today these 
salaries would be 8 to 10 percent higher, 
yet the Government pays only $36,000 
for each of these levels of responsibility. 

With this kind of disparity between 
Government and private industry pay 
rates, is it any wonder that the agencies 
are having more and more trouble at
tracting qualified managers and profes
sionals? We may not feel that the Gov
ernment can, or should, fully match 
private enterprise pay at the executive 
levels, but how great a financial sacrifice 
can we expect talented individuals to 
make in order to come to work for the 
Government? 

The General Acqounting Office com
piled a major study of the executive pay 
problem in February of this year. In that 
report, the Comptroller General pointed 
out case after case where outstanding 
candidates refused Government positions 
because they could not afford the drastic 
salary cuts they would have had to take. 
And many of these cases were not even 
private industry executives-they were 
university faculty members or officials of 
State or local government. 

The Comptroller General is deeply con .. 
cerned that our inability to compete fo1· 
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skilled managers is making it increas .. 
ingly di.mcult for the Government to ad
minister its programs economically and 
efficiently. I think we all have to share 
this concern. 

On top of our inability to compete in 
the labor market for qualified managers 
and professionals from outside the Gov
ernment, we are losing at an increasing 
rate those trained senior career civil 
servants we now have. It is certainly 
easy to understand why the Govern
ment's managers and professionals feel 
frustrated and even embittered by the 
executive pay freeze. 

A 1969 salary of $36,000 is only worth 
$24,200 in consta~t dollars today. This 
means that a 1969 $36,000 employee who 
has not had a salary increase since then 
has had a one-third reduction in his 
purchasing power and in his standard of 
living, and he is helpless to do anything 
about it--unless he leaves the Govern
ment and takes a job outside. 

Another aspect of this problem is the 
impact of salary compression. Salary 
compression is what happens when there 
are employees in two or more levels of 
an organization-a chief and his deputy, 
for example-receiving the same salary. 

In the executive branch, we now have 
five levels-GB-15, GB-16, GB-17, Gs-
18, and executive level V-all at the same 
pay rate of $36,000. And with the next 
Federal pay raise this October, salary 
compression may even reach down into 
GB-14. 

This salary compression problem is re
sulting in agencies having trouble filling 
their key jobs, even from within, be
cause they cannot give a pay increase of 
a single dollar, despite the tremendously 
increased duties and responsibilities that 
are involved in promotions at these levels. 
Even worse are the problems when an 
agency wants one of its executives tore
locate, yet cannot offer a pay increase 
to offset the many costs of moving. 

This executive pay freeze problem is 
resulting in the early retirement of many 
of the Government's most capable execu
tives. Under the civil service retirement 
law, annuities are increated as the cost
of-living increases. However, these an
nuity increases go only to those who are 
actually on the annuity rolls, or who re
tire before the next cost-of-living 
increase. 

This results in a situation where some 
employees who remain in the service can 
end up with smaller annuities than they 
would have had if they had retired ear
lier. This problem is particularly bad in 
the case of frozen salary employees, since 
these employees have not been benefiting 
from the normal increase in their high 
3 years of basic pay, one of the factors in 
the computation of their annuities. 

These frozen salary employees see their 
potential annuities rapidly falling behind 
the annuities of those who have already 
retired. At the pret.ent time, there are 
five former employees on the annuity 
rolls who retired several years ago from 
$36,000 positions and are now receiving 
annuities of more tban $36,000. 

Faced with this problem of their fu
ture economic .securlty, the Government's 
executives are retU'ing at an ever-in
creasing rate. Frozen-salary employees 

are retiring at almost three times the 
normal rate, with the highest rate being 
among those 55 to 59 years of age, the 
youngest ·retirement eligibles, who still 
have a number of valuable years ahead 
of them. 

This executive pay problem has been 
getting worse and worse for several years, 
and has now reached a point where we 
are going to see a disastrous decline in 
the quality of Federal management, 
when the agencies can neither hire new 
managers nor keep the ones they have. 

The only solution to this problem is a 
pay raise for Federal managers and 
professionals. These people have suffered 
long enough from congressional inaction, 
and the time has come when we must act, 
despite the controversy that may ensue. 

In order to provide the proper level of 
pay for the Government's top managers 
and professionals, true comparability 
should be restored. The executive sched
ule should be adjusted upward to elimi
nate the compression of the general 
schedule supergrades. And legislative 
and judicial salaries should be raised 
accordingly. We will never solve this 
problem until we adjust the top salaries 
adequately. This bill before us will not 
accomplish this. 

I realize there is a reluctance to make 
a major effort at this time to adjust the 
top level salaries, even though such ad
justment is long overdue and even 
though simple justice and equity demand 
such adjustments. 

Speaking for myself, I am disappointed 
and distressed that we are not moving 
more actively to try to bring proper relief 
to the Federal managers and profes
sionals. In acting on the bill before us 
today, we are taking only a limited
though necessary--step forward to ease 
the pressure on the upper echelon offi
cials who have been denied any pay in
crease for such a long period of time. It 
is far from an adequate solution, but it 
is the only step which appears to have a 
reasonable chance of being enacted into 
law at this time. 

I call upon my colleagues to join in 
speedily approving the bill before us. If 
enacted, the measure would provide the 
same percentage pay increase to the 
Government's top officials as the white 
collar employees below them and mem
bers of the military. Of course, the in
crease would be far from sufficient to 
bring it to the level where it should be. 
It would only help to prevent their pay 
scale from becoming more distorted and 
their financial standing from deteriora
ting further. 

Let us act swiftly and decisively to 
bring this small measure of relief to the 
hard-pressed executives of our Govern
ment. Let us act to show our apprecia
tion for their valuable services. Let us 
not allow them to be denied even the very 
limited help they would receive under the 
bill before us. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, the pending legislation and the 
committee report have this title: "Postal 
Servic~ Compliance With the Occupa
tional Safety and Health Act.'' Mr. Pres
ident, that is a very small part of this 
total piece of legislation. I think it is un
fortunate that the major part of this 

legislation is not identified at all, insofar 
as the title of either the committee re
port or the act iS concerned. The major 
part of this legislation deals with the 
salaries of the Vice President of the 
United States, the Federal judges, the 
Members of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives, and the supergrades in 
the executive branch of Government. 

It occurs to me that the public would 
have more confidence in Congress if we 
would handle these salary matters in a 
more forthright way. Yet they are buried 
in an entirely extraneous piece of legiS
lation dealing with the Postal Service 
compliance with the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, 
there is no need for the legislation put
ting the Postal Service under the Occu
pational Safety and Health Act. I have 
no objection to it but there is no need to 
do that, as page 3 of the report points 
out. In a letter signed by W. Allen Sand
ers, Assistant General Counsel, Legisla
tive Division of the U.S. Postal Service, 
the last paragraph of the letter says this: 

Since the Postal Service already necessarily 
complies fully with section 19 of OSHA, we 
see no need for, but have no objection to, 
legislation proposed by H.R. 2559 to make 
that compliance a specific requirement o! 
title 39. 

Mr. President, that is the feeling of the 
Senator from Virginia. It is perfectly sat
isfactory to pass this legislation in re
gard to putting the Postal Service under 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act, 
but it is of no consequence either waY 
because the Postal Service is alreadY 
complying. 

That dramatizes, to my mind, that the 
real purpose of this bill is something en
tirely different, namely, to put under 
the cost-of-living increases the super
grade levels of the executive branch, all 
of the Federal judges, the Vice President, 
and all of the Members of the Congress 
of the United States. 

This is coming at a time when just 
today the Government announced that 
the deficit for the past fiscal year, which 
ended this past June 30, was the highest 
deficit the Government aas had in 30 
years. The deficit approached-was in 
round figures-$45 billion. The estimate 
for the current fiscal year is $70 billion. 

I think there is a matter of policy in
volved in this legislation. Is it wise to 
make applicable the cost-of-living in
creases to the Members of Congress? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PHILIP A. HART). The 5 minutes avail
able have expired. 

Mr. McGEE. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator have another 4 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. What this 
tends to do is this insulates Congress 
against inflation. And yet, in my judg
ment, Congress is the major cause of the 
inflation we are facing today. Congress 
is the major factor in this because it is 
Congress that has created these huge 
Government deficits, and the Govern
ment deficits are the major cause of the 
inflation. 

So I am very doubtful about the prJncl-
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ple of putting Congress under tlrls auto
matic cost-of-living increase. The Mem
bers of Congress then will be, insofar as 
they are personally concerned, insulated 
from inflation because every time infla
tion goes up their salaries automatically 
will go up also. 

I am not certain of the exact figures, 
but my recollection and understanding 
are that of all the laboring people of 
this country only about 15 percent are 
involved in the cost-of-living increase. 
In other words, only about 15 percent of 
all the working people have available to 
them an automatic increase in their own 
salaries whenever the cost-of-living goes 
up. 

So I think it unfortunate that a mat
ter of this importance is buried in a bill 
dealing with an entirely different sub
ject. 

I am glad the Senate will not vote on 
this measure tonight. I think it would be 
a great mistake to bring it up and im
mediately bring it to a vote, but that will 
not be done. I think it is certainly an 
appropriate procedure that it not be 
done. 

I say again I have grave doubts about 
the aspect of the bill which puts Con
gress under, gives to Congress an auto
matic increase in the cost-of-living 
whenever another Federal agency, under 
the chairmanship of the Vice President, 
asserts that the cost of living has gone 
up x percent. It insulates Congress 
against the inflationary pressures, and 
yet it is Congress, in my judgment, which 
is the major factor in causing the infla
tion. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, what is 
the time situation on the earlier allot
ment of time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming has 2 minutes; the 
Senator from Alabama, 20. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield my
self 2 minutes. 

Mr. President, I want to say to my 
friend from Virginia in the order in 
which he brought up the questions that 
he legitimately raises, first of all, H.R. 
2559 is a very legitimate piece of legis
lation, as he knows best of all, for the 
reason that our problem with the execu
tive branch often is that what the branch 
chooses to give on Tuesday they can take 
away a year from Tuesday or a week 
from Tuesday. 

We wanted to make sure that the in
tent of Congress was clear on this. We 
had another bill up today involving the 
Bureau of the Census in which this sa.me 
issue was at stake, in which they make 
available data on the growth matters 
that affect communities that are depend
ent UPOn or having as part of their 
budgetary problem revenue sharing, and 
they do it now. But every once in a while 
they lapse and do not do it, and it is not 
very helpful to the communities. So we 
simply wanted to make sure in this piece 
of legislation the intent of Congress was 
abundantly clear. 

Now the Senator's second question is 
why did you put this complicated little 
amendment involving, cluing, Congress 
and the judiciary and the executive 

branches, and so on, into the compara
bility procedures under the already exist
ing salary laws of the country. 

The answer is very simple, Mr. Presi
dent. There is no deviousness here, and 
I think my colleague may be being unfair 
to the committee. 

We did not choose the device of going 
through allowances or deductions or 
other various ways that legislators of the 
past have indulged in. 

We laid it out exactly like it is, with 
no subterfuge. The catch is that at the 
time we finally arrived at an agreed pro
cedure with the President and the 
House and the Chief Justice, by that 
time we were already locked in an im
passe here in this body so that the origi
nation of a bill with this title was no 
longer a matter of feasibility. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may have 2 more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McGEE. Therefore, the only way 
in a parliamentary sense that we could 
attempt it, with the leadership on both 
sides and the time schedule the Senate 
had allotted for it, was to attach it to 
a noncontroversial bill so far as the two 
Houses of Congress were concerned in 
order to bring it publicly before this 
body, and I stress publicly. It was re
leased over the weekend as soon as the 
committee was able to clear it by its 
own judgment. The report was filed, and 
it has been filed since Friday, and it is 
a matter of public knowledge since the 
filing of the report. 

So I hope that my good friend from 
Virginia would at least give us the credit 
of trying to be forthright about it and 
yet trying to abide by the parliamentary 
procedures that are available at this 
stage in this particular phase of the 
session. 

Having said those two things, Mr. 
President, I would only add that my col
leagues here, I think, are not unmindful 
of the inflationary forces in the land and 
that has no validity or connection or re
latiol).ship to whatever may be happen
ing to the budget. 

The members of the three groups I 
have just described have not received 
any cost-of-living adjustment, or any
thing else, since 1969, and by all meas
ures the Consumer Price Index is now 
47.5 percent higher, and the salary that 
the higher echelon people are receiving 
is now compressed, as it is in the super
grades, to the same level of the em
ployees over which they preside. 

We are trying to make some equitable 
adjustments there for the future, so it 
does not get into that bind again. The 
legislative branch is in the same kind of 
boat. 

It would not have happened that way 
if we had been looking ahead to this 
prospect of double-digit inflation when 
we made past salary efforts that were 
constructive and ongoing by all standards 
that exist in most private sectors of in
dustry. We just left out the inflationary 
factor. 

We do not strike in these bodies and 
never will, must not, should not, but of 
all other forms of labor, with all due re-

spect to the Senator's figure, about the 
only group left in this country that have 
had no commensurate adjustment in the 
cost of living are the three groups men
tioned here. 

To be sure, this would put them under 
the heading that would make them sub
ject to the estimates given the President 
automatically on an annual basis, but 
those fluctuate and there will come that 
time, I presume, when the economy will 
level off. Everybody takes his chance. 

But do not say of this body that they 
are unmindful of the inflationary forces 
at loose in the land, those forces are very 
considerable and many Members of this 
body can attest to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. McGEE. This is one of the con
structive reforms in the mechanism that 
is designed for nothing else. There is no 
attempt to restructure salary schedules 
and that sort of thing. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 

order, the Senator from Alabama is rec
ognized. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I oppose this bill as a 

whole and I oppose it insofar as it grants 
an increase in salary to the Members of 
Congress, House and Senate. 

I have been impressed, Mr. President, 
since coming to the Senate that there 
seems to be a tendency on the part of 
Members of Congress to avoid, whenever 
possible, the taking of a stand and a di
rect vote on a salary increase. 

I came to the Senate in 1969. In 1967. I 
believe under the sponsorship of Mr. 
UDALL, over in the House, this Federal 
Salary Commission was set up that pro
vided that this Commission would set the 
salaries and turn it over to the President. 
He could grant that, or suggest that 
raise, or cut it down and then submit it 
to the Congress, and Congress, one House 
or the other, had to veto the raise or it 
would go into effect. 

Ever since that time, those who are 
pushing for a raise for Members of Con
gress have sought to avoid an up-and
down vote on a salary raise. 

I want to express my admiration fo1· 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming <Mr. McGEE) and to express my 
appreciation to him for advising me that 
this bill was going to be brought up and 
the nature of the amendment that is 
contained in the bill, he knowing that I 
have been opposed to the salary raises 
for ·Members of the Congress. 

If the Congress wants to raise the sal
ary of its Members, they have a perfect 
right to pass a statute to that effect. 
That is the last thing they want to do. 
They want to, more or less, come in the 
back door, and I do not believe that we 
should follow this around. 

I do not believe at a time when infla
tion is abroad in the land, when the sav
ings of our people are being eroded by in
flation, when the wages and salaries of 
our people are being eroded through in
flation, that now is the time under this 
device, shall I say-we have had device 
mentioned a whole lot in recent debate-
but under this device to provide for ari-
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nual increases in salary for the Mem· 
bers of cong1·ess. 

Another thought occurs to me, and the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia 
came very near suggesting it, he sug
gested that Congress would have a built
in insulation or cushion against inflation. 

I am thinking, too, that if they are 
lumped in with the rest of the Federal 
employees and the President refuses to 
allow the full amount of the raise, if the 
cost of living goes up 10 percent and the 
President sets it at 5 percent and submits 
it to Congress, Cong1·ess, it would seem 
to me, would have a conflict of interest in 
this regard because they would, if I un
derstand the procedure correctly, and if 
I do not I am sure the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming will correct me, 
but as I would understand that proce
dure, the Cong1·ess would have a right t.o 
say whether the full amount of the raise 
went into effect or only the part that the 
President assessed. 

So I would think that would set up a 
conflict of interest on the part of the 
Congress, having an interest in this raise 
that all the Federal employees would be 
getting, and they would be more in
clined, it would seem to the Senator from 
Alabama, to vote for a full increase inas
much as they would participate in it, and 
it might not be in the best interests of 
the country to g1·ant the entire raise. 

I do not believe that we would be act
ing in the best interests of the image of 
Cong1·ess at tll.is time of recession and 
inflation to rush in and set up a builtin 
annual salary increase for Members of 
Cong1·ess. 

Another aspect of the whole bill which 
occurs to me is that it is all out of line, 
these salaries, in that, for instance, the 
Chail·man of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System, possibly the 
most powerful man in the country, cer
tainly over the country next to the Presi
dent, would receive as a base his present 
$42,500 and yet a Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, two of those, 1·eceive the same 
amount. 

The Deputy Secretary of State would 
l'eceive $42,500. I think a member of the 
Cabinet t•eceiving $60,000, members of 
the Supreme Court-and that is the 
worst illustration of salaries that are out 
of line because the members of the su
preme Cow·t receive $60,000 a year and, 
without paying in one single penny to a 
retirement system, on his t·etirement 
from the bench he receives an annual 
retn·ement of $60,000. 

To say that a man in that position, 
without paying into the t·etirement sys
tem, is guaranteed $60,000 the rest of his 
life, and to say that he needs a cost-of
living increase is just absolutely ridicu
lous, Mr. Pl.·esident. I hope we will not go 
along with this. 

If Members of Congress want to raise 
the salaries of Members, I would like to 
see them put in a bill saying that the 
salaries of Members of Congress shall be 
so much per year and let it stay at that 
until such time as the Congress 1·aises it. 
But do not go in the back door and pro
vide .a builtin annual salary without Con
gress doing a thing. I think Congress 
ought to review these situations every 

now and then. Cong1·ess would not have 
to take any action at all. These recom
mendations would come in from the 
President, and if we did not like what the 
President raised everybody, we would see 
that the full raise was granted. I do not 
believe it is right. 

Just for starters, Mr. President, I have 
at the desk and I am going to ask that it 
be reported-there will be no vote on 
it-an amendment which would strike 
out the Members of Congress. If we get 
this amendment passed and the Members 
of Congress eliminated from this salary 
raise, I think you are going to see this 
enthusiasm for the bill gl'eatly damaged. 
I do not believe there will be a whole lot 
of enthusiasm for the bill once this 
amendment is adopted. 

I would like to have it stated. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Will the 

Senator yield to me first? 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Is the un

derstanding of the Senator from Vir
ginia con·ect that if this legislation is en
acted the Members of the Congress each 
year, assuming there is any inflation, 
would get an automatic increase in sal
ary? 

Mr. ALLEN. If inflation continues. It 
may be that it would come twice a year. 
I am not sure. The distinguished floor 
manager of the bill could answer that. I 
believe it is twice a year with the Federal 
establishment. 

Mr. McGEE. No. It is once a year and 
only in the event of a continued infla
tionary process. 

Mr. ALLEN. I imagine, though, if we 
start into a real recession when the cost 
of living is going down, that these per
sons who are pressing for this legislation 
might want a revision then if the sal
aries are going down. I do not know, but 
I do not look for that any time soon. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. If the Sen
ator will yield, I do not believe there is 
any chance of a noninflationary atmos
phere in this country with the Cong1·ess 
appropriating enough funds, $1 billion a 
day, $365 billion this year, which will rep
resent a deficit of at least $70 billion. Yet, 
the Congress, even though it is the one 
which is taking that action, will have au
tomatic pay increases. depending upon 
what the inflationary rate is, while 85 
percent of all the working people of this 
country will be unprotected. 

Mr. ALLEN. If the Senator's statistic 
is correct on the 15 percent covered by 
cost-of-living increases, that would be 
right. I say one of the worst features of 
the bill is adding cost-of-living increases 
to members of the Federal judiciary who 
are well cared for under the present law. 

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield? 
AMENDMENT NO. 832 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama ha-s offered an 
amendment. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

On page 6 beginning with line 6, s t r ike all 
over to and including line 6 on page 7. 

Mr. ALLEN. This does effectively, I be
lieve, eliminate the Members of Congress 

from this raise. As I suggested, if this 
amendment is adopted I b~lieve the bill 
will sort of die on the vine somewhere 
along the line between now and final en
actment. I yield to the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the distinguished 
Senator for yielding. I fully agree with 
the Senator. I would like to ask him if 
he will do me the honor of allowing me to 
be a cosponsor of his amendment. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. I ask unanimous con
sent that the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMS) be added as 
a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. The distinguished Sena
to.c from Virginia mentioned the figure of 
15 percent of the workers of America be
ing covered by cost-of-living increases in 
their compensation. 

Mr. McGEE. If the Senator will yield, 
automatic cost-of-living increases. Most 
all labor groups have cost-of-living al
lo'\\.-ances every year by negotiations. 

Mr. HELMS. Will the clerk insert the 
word "automatic" at the proper place? 

There is an interesting relationship be
tween that 15 percent and the 15 percent 
of the American people, according to the 
latest polls, who approve of the way the 
Congress is being operated. It seems to 
me, I will say to the distinguished Sena
tor, that next year we will observe the Bi
centennial of this great Nation. If this 
sort of legislation is approved by the Sen
ate it comes to my mind that we may 
have another American revolution 1 year 
earlier prior to the Bicentennial. I com
mend the Senator on his comments, and 
also the distil1guished Senator from 
Virginia. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished 
Senator fr.om North carolina. I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. McGEE. I will yield for a question 
through whatever time we can mobilize 
through unanimous consent. 

I ask unanimous consent for an addi
tional 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. May I say to 
the Senator from Wyoming, I took this 
report home over the weekend and 
studied it but I left a marked copy at 
home. I do not have that one with me. I 
have another copy of the report. 

As I recollect, somewhere in this com
mittee report, and I cannot find it at the 
moment, is a statement that some 600 
military officers would be included? 

Mr. McGEE. It is a group of 600 officers 
who are under the same ceiling, at the 
top. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Perhaps 
the Senator from Wyoming will clarify 
this. The 600 officers, are they lieutenant 
generals, generals, major generals, with 
con·esponding ranks in the Navy? 

Mr. McGEE. In the Pentagon it :Is 
wherever the $36,000 ceiling automati-
cally took effect. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Where does 
that tal~e effect? 
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Mr. McGEE. It tak•'5 effect at the level 

of $36,000. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I know, but 

what rank? 
Mr. McGEE. I cannot tell the Senator 

what rank without getting from the 
Pentagon the report of those over the 
$36,000 ceiling. Those vary. The Senator 
knows that. He is on the Armed Servic-es 
Committee. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I know it 
varies. That is why it seems to me it 
would be well if we had that informa
tion here when we are considering this 
bill. There are 600 military officers in
volved who will benefit by this proposal. 
I think we ought to know what their rank 
is, what the purpose is that is involved, 
and all of that. 

Mr. McGEE. With all due respect, 
I do not see the relevance of their ranlc 
if they are under the ceiling of $36,000. 
With all due respect, it is the ceiling 
that is the controlling factor. The Pen
tagon determines its ranking officers and 
their level in relative terms of their pay; 
$36,000 at one time covered the differen
tiation, but with the other grades that 
have gone up in their salaries that has 
been closed and those at the top, in the 
highest administrative ranks, are the 
ones that are affected, the 600. There 
are 10,000 of them in the supergrades. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I am speak
ing of uniformed personnel, at the mo
ment. 

Mr. McGEE .. I am saying we do not 
have their ranks. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. It just oc
curs to me to be something that would 
be of help to the Senate if the commit
tee could get that information. 

Mr. McGEE. I will make sure that we 
have the report directly from the Pen
tagon before we return to this question 
tomorrow. The Senator will have to give 
us this evening to get the report; we did 
not request that, because it is auto
matically controlled by the $36,000 fig
ure. But we will request that first thing 
in the morning. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Then this 
new proposal would apply to all individ
uals who receive $36,000 or more at the 
present time, as I take it. 

Mr. McGEE. That is con-ect. Those 
who come under that ceiling. 

1\fi'. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. And is it 
not correct that some uniformed omcers 
receive higher pay than the Members 
of Congress? Of course, they would be 
involved in this also. 

Mr. McGEE. Some members of the 
Government, such as Cabinet members 
and--

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. No, some 
members of the uniformed services. 

Mr. McGEE. I cannot answer that 
without seeing the list from the Pen
tagon. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Anyway, I 
thank the Senator for ascertaining that 
information for the benefit of the Sen
ate. 

Mr. McGEE. We will procure that 
overnight. 

Mr. President, I just want to stress 
here, 1n the remaining few moments of 
this last segment of the time, that the 

President of the United States, in his 
communication to us, expressed one 
thing: that we are talking about, to quote 
him, "an insignificant sum, a tiny frac
tion of 1 percent of the Federal payroll," 
to borrow the President's precise lan
guage. A tiny fraction of 1 percent of 
the Federal payroll. And this action is 
important. As the two leaders in this body 
and the P1·esident have all three stressed, 
the issue here is not giving them an 
equitable salary; it is not trying to give 
them incentive in competition with an
other segment of the private economy in 
our country. It is rather to permit them 
to stay_ on as proven experts in adminis
tration, only by keeping up with the costs 
that they have incurred, that they. have 
already taken on, like kids in college, as 
an illustration, or payments on a house. 

They are interested in holding those 
who have proved their competence as 
successful administrators. They are the 
ones also who are being lost. And since 
the President made something of a point 
of that factor, I use it to illustrate that 
the whole emphasis on this question has 
nothing to do with the salary infrastruc
ture in the Federal Government; it has 
only to do with trying to make sure that 
we hold those people we can, without 
any adjustment in salary per se. And I 
stress once more that what this is is an 
adjustment based on the readings and 
other statements on the cost of living. 

The Senator from Alabama rightfully 
raised the question he put to me as to 
whether or not there might be a conflict 
of interest on the part of Members of 
Congress, since they would be involved 
here, and under the law that now exists, 
when the cost of living rating is made, 
8.6 percent for this year, the council has 
reported, if the President does not allow 
that, would not the Congress run pell
mell into increasing that to the full 
amount, 8.6 percent? 

Mr. McGEE. Well, we have a couple of 
times overridden the Preisdent's decision 
on that matter, because the Federal em
ployees were behind the cost of living and 
all other sections of labor. 

So the question now is, what would 
Congress be likely to do? I honestly can
not tell the Senator what Congress would 
be likely to do. It would be my judgment 
that Federal employees would just as 
soon Congress was not in on the act, be
cause they are more restrained in going 
that route, rather than more gung ho, 
and they would be better off if Congress 
were not a part of it. 

Mr. ALLEN. Suppose a Member of 
Congress says, "I do not want the full 
amount for myself but I have got to take 
care of these other employees; therefore, 
I would raise it up to the limit." 

Mr. McGEE. The Senator may be sug
gesting a convenient approach for a 
speech for some Members of Congress, 
but I think it is a matter of record that a 
1·ollcall vote is required under those cir
cumstances; there is no end run, sticky 
bat, or anything else, and this is where 
they stand and be counted, and be 
judg~ · 

Mr. ALLEN. Does not the Senator see, 
thoUgh a built-in conflict of interest? 

Mr. McGEE. :r would suppose, as long 

as we have a body with legislative duties 
and governing responsibilities, we could 
not avoid a conflict of interest unless we 
asked our neighbors in Canada or Mex
ico, perhaps, to make that judgment; 
because somewhere, as Harry Truman 
used to say, the buck has to stop. It stops 
here, and I think we have to take the 
responsibility and the risk that goes with 
it, whichever way the decision would be 
made. 

Mr. ALLEN. There is one point I do 
not believe the Senator has made clear. 
These $60,000 Supreme Court judges and 
$60,000 cabinet people, when would their 
first increase come if this bill should be
come law, say, by the 1st of August? 

Mr. McGEE. It would come, under the 
present law--

Mr. ALLEN. No, under this law. 
Mr. McGEE. Under this law, as being 

amended here, it would come at the reg
ular time that it does under the existing 
law now, and that is by October 1. If the 
President does not act at all it goes into 
e:trect automatically. If he does act, then, 
without an alternative plan being pro
posed by Congress, that goes into effect. 

Mr. ALLEN. Would they get a full 
year's inflationary increase, or would 
they get only that portion of the year 
from the date of the enactment of this 
bill to October 1? 

Mr. McGEE. I would assume that it 
was the full year of inflationary impact. 

Mr. ALLEN. So it would seem that pos
sibly an increase of 10 percent would be 
in the offing for these high-paid Federal 
omcials from October 1. 

Mr. McGEE. It would be the same 
8.6 percent that everybody else is get
ting. 

Mr. ALLEN. 8.6? 
Mr. McGEE. 8.6 percent, if it were the 

top figure. But the President's recom
mendation may be 5 or 6 percent, if that 
were to prevail 

Mr. ALLEN. Then Congress would 
have before it the question of whether 
to raise it to 8.6 percent or leave it at the 
5 percent that it is believed that the 
President is going to recommend, is that 
right? 

Mr. McGEE. That is right. 
Mr. ALLEN. I see. I believe that is of 

considerable interest. 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. McGEE. I am glad to yield to my 

colleague from Hawaii. 
Mr. FONG. If this bill does not pass, 

we will have to wait until 1977 before any 
of these classes of government officials 
will get relief; is that correct? 

Mr. McGEE. That would be a good 
guess, since I am running in 1976. 

Mr. FONG. In 1977 we will have the 
quadrennial review by the Commission 
on executive, legislative, and judicial 
salaries. 

Mr. McGEE. That is right. 
Mr. FONG. Which will convene in 

1976 and report to the President, and 
the President w11l then notify Congress 
the first part of 197'7 what that increase 
would be? 

Mr. McGEE. That fs right. This 1s 
under the Salary Act of 1967. where the 
President's Commission reexamines the 
whole salary structure. 

< 
\ 



July 28, 1975 ·cONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 25383 

Mr. FONG. And if we do not do any
thing now, and do not give them relief. 
it will be 8 years before they w1l1 get any 
kind of an increase, from 1969? 

Mr. McGEE. It will be two years worse 
than now, is what it really will be. 

Mr. FONG. Yes. 
Mr. McGEE. Yes, that is correct. 
Mr. FONG. And they are already be

hind the lower Federal employees by 50 
percent in the last few years? From 1969 
to the present, the Government employ
ees under the GS schedule have received 
au increase of 50 percent in their 
salaries? 

Whereas these employees have been 
frozen at $36,000, and have not received 
one penny of increase? 

Mr. McGEE. Not a penny, that is 
correct. 

Mr. FONG. And whereas in 1969 the 
consumer price index was 108, in May of 
1975 it stood at 159.3, or a 47.5-percent 
increase? 

Mr. McGEE. That is correct. 
Mr. FONG. And these employees have 

not received a single cent of increase, is 
that correct? 

Mr. McGEE. That is correct. 
Mr. FONG. And since 1969 the salaries 

of top management in private industry 
have increased 44 percent? 

Mr. McGEE. Yes. 
Mr. FONG. And since 1969 attorneys' 

. alaries have been raised by 43.9 percent, 
in the private sector? 

Mr. McGEE. Yes. 
·Mr. FONG. And since 1969 the salaries 

of the chief judges of the various States 
have been raised by 44.2 percent? 

.Mr. McGEE. Yes. 
Mr. FONG. Whereas none of our Fed

eral judges has received an increase; is 
that correct? 

Mr. McGEE. That is correct. 
Mr. FONG. If we do not do anything 

now, the salaries which we are paying at 
the level of $42,500 will recede if the 
same inflation rate continues to $22,500. 

Mr. McGEE. At the present rate. 
Mr. FONG. That was the salary which 

was received way back in 1960. 
Mr. McGEE. That was about 1959. 
Mr. FONG. We would be going back 

to that salary in constant dollars. 
Mr. McGEE. That is right. 
Mr. FONG. So we must do something 

to keep our employees, because many of 
them are retiring at a very young age 
because they feel that by retiring and 
getting that cost-of-living increase for 
retirees, they will exceed what they are 
receiving now. In fact, several of the re
th·ees are now receiving more than $36,-
000 because of the cost-of-living increru.e. 

Mr. McGEE. Yes; that is con·ect. 
Mr. FONG. So, therefore, we have to 

do something to keep these many em
ployees, to try to encourage other em
ployees to come in to take the jobs which 
are now vacant, and to keep our Govern
ment going, because it is 1~ally the people 
at the GS-18, 17, 16, 15, and 14levels who 
really run the Govet'Iltnent. They at·e the 
brains of our Government. 

Mr. McGEE. They are the continuity 
in Government because of their expertise 
and their experience. 

Mr. FONG. When you consider an as
sistant secretary in the Cabinet level only 

stays there 22 months, there is no con
tinuity. So it is the supergrade employ
ees who really run our Government, and 
these people have been lured away by 
plivate industry because the Government 
cannot pay them more than $36,000. 

Mr. McGEE. That is correct. I say, 
if the Senator will yield for 30 seconds 
there, a real point is these people are not 
out looking for the same salaries they 
could get in the private sector; they sim
ply want to be able to pay the commit
ment they have taken on when they 
launched their kids in college or when 
they took on payments for a house, or 
whatever their requirements are here liv
ing in the Nation's Capital. If they can
not meet that, they have to leave. 

Mr. FONG. And they have not been 
able to meet that commitment, because 
their $36,000 salary, which they received 
in 1969, in May of 1975 is only worth 
$24,408 in constant dollars. 

Mr. McGEE. That is right. 
Mr. FONG. Whereas they have lost ap

proximately one-third in their sal8,ries 
from 1969 to 1975. 

Mr. McGEE. The Senator has put iii 
very well, and that is the real crunch 
that is on. Our question is whether we 
can be responsible legislators, or whether 
we can duck that hoping that it will go 
away. I just think it is time to quot-e a 
famous person, that we bite the bullet. 

Mr. FONG. This is actually not a cost
of-living allowance. It is based on com
parability. The Government employees 
receive this increase evel'Y year on the 
principle of comparability. 

Mr. McGEE. That is l'ight. 
Mr. FONG. When the Bureau of Labor 

StatL'3tics goes out, sUI·veys the commu
nity, and sees what private industry has 
given to the employees, then the Presi
dent will recommend the amount of 
increase on the basis of comparability. 

Mr. McGEE. That is correct. 
Mr. FONG. So, therefore--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired~ 
Mr. McGEE. I ask unanimous consent 

to yield 3 more minutes. 
1\tlr. ALLEN. I have one further ques

tion I would like to ask. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Reserving the 

l'ight to object, and I will not object, 
could I get some understanding how 
much longer this debate is going to re
quire? 

Mr. ALLEN. I have one more question 
that will take 3 minutes. 

Mr. McGEE. I have one more ques
tion. I was going to make a very earthy 
statement about something that was just 
said, and I lost track of what it was at 
the present time. 

Let us say 5 minutes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Very well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five ad

ditional minutes. 
Mr. FONG. So, actually, what we are 

doing is bringing in these employees to 
the comparability section of that law 
which gives to Government employees 
comparable salary with private industry, 
but because we have not been able to give 
all these employees an increase that we 
wanted to give them, we have brought 
them in under this comparabllity 
statute? 

Mr. McGEE. That is conect. 
Mr. FONG. It is not a cost of living. 
Mr. McGEE. Lest comparability may 

be a little misleading there, the com
parability factor, since the mid-sixties, 
has been a catching up catch up game 
with the co ·t; of living because in the pri
vate sector the adjustments have come 
through negotiations to compensate for 
increased cost of living. That means that 
Federal employees have had to catch up 
with that fact of life. So that the net 
consequence has been a cost of living, 
even though it is comparability to keep 
up with the private sector. 

Mr. FONG. The GS 18's, 17's, and 16's, 
and pretty soon the 15's, have not been 
able to get an increase. 

Mr. McGEE. Half of the 15's are now 
so compressed. 

Mr. FONG. In $36,000? 
Mr. McGEE. That is correct. 
Mr. FONG. And ha e not been able 

to get an increase? 
Mr. McGEE. They have had absolutely 

nothing. 
Mr. FONG. So it is very important, if 

we want to keep our employees on the 
job, we will have to give them something, 
and this is about the least we can gi e 
them. 

Mr. McGEE. It is the ery least that 
can be done that seems equitable, without 
worrying about the inequities in salary 
structures that have been lost in the last 
6 or 7 years. The Senator and I worked 
for 10 years to try establish this. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one further question? 

Mr. McGEE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. ALLEN. This bill seems to be per

manent, this whole statute seems to be 
permanent legislation, and I see no ceil
ing provided for any of these positions. 
If we continue to have inflation, say, at 
a 10-percent rate, it would, with com
pounding and cumulative forces, only 
take about 8 years before the $60,000 
salaries of the Cabinet would be $120,000 
and the $60,000 salaries of the Supreme 
Coill·t would be $120,000. Is that correct? 

Mr. McGEE. If one accepts the hypoth
esis that the Senator projected there at 
the outset, that would be correct, of 
coUI·se. But that is the worst of all pos
sible worlds. We hope someone gets busy 
here and gets this thing slowed down. 
We have been through inflationary pe
l'iods before. They ultimately fortunately 
level off. We have all had to change our 
concepts. The important thing is that we 
not forfeit responsible government to try 
to take the action that experienced lead
ership would permit by sUl·rendering to a 
force here that is at the moment some
what out of control. 

Mr. ALLEN. But this does not provide 
for any automatic review of the situation 
if nothing more is done affirmatively, 
where the salaries could continue esca
lating on top of each other. 

Mr. McGEE. Before that happened. I 
say ·to the Senator, I assume what would 
happen is that the quadrennial commis
sion that advises the President every 
fourth year, referred to and explained by 
our colleague, that that commission itself 
would have to come to grips with the 
whole structuring edifice of salaries if 
infia tion ran like it did in mainland 



25384 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 28, 1975 
China, for example, after their revolution 
in 1948 and 1949. 

There are other places in Europe right 
now where the inilation is many times 
om·s, and theh· legislative bodies have 
cloubled, tripled, quadrupled, with 400 
percent salary increases in instances, be
cause that is the plight in which they find 
themselves, but they have to stay afloat 
if they are going to keep the processes 
of responsible leadership going. 

One cannot wipe that away and just 
say, "OK, go ahead and die of starva
tion, do not make it, and get out." 

We have to keep at least the chin 
above the water, as the Senator I am 
sure appreciates, and there is a real 
question here. 

Mr. ALLEN. There is really nothing to 
prevent any Member of the Senate or 
n.ny Member of Congress, or the Cabinet, 
or the Supreme Court, to go into these 
other fields if they so desire, where the 
salaries are so much larger, supposedly, 
then they are in the Federal service. 
There is nothing to prevent that, is 
thE>re, under the present lavt. 

Mr. McGEE. No, there is nothing to 
prevent a Senator, who receives this, 
and is entitled to this salary, to give it 
back to the Government. He does not 
have to take it. He can be unselfish 
about it and turn it in. 

There are some Senators, and each 
Senator has to run his household with 
his wife and try to manage the budget 
and keep it under control, and some of 
us are in a real bind, and it is not easy. 

I only wish our wives could be here 
tonight, sit in the galleries up there, 
and attest to the real crunch that is on. 

It is a very serious one. It is really no 
joke. We ought not even to be smiling 
about it, because there are pinchers 
here. 

Mr. ALLEN. Does the Senator think 
they might collect their fee in behalf 
of the legislation? 

Mr. McGEE. I think stronger than 
tha-t. 

I have Members here who tell me that 
they do not dare go home because they 
voted against a salary increase bill 3 
years ago, 2 years ago, when it was up. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished 
Senator. 

Mr. McGEE. They have never heard 
the last from their wives since they said 
no. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one brief question? 

Mr. McGEE. I yield. 
Mr. HELMS. I wonder if the Senator 

here is prepared to give me an esti.Inate 
of how many of the working American 
taxpayers would be willing to swap Jobs 
and income with these beleaguered $36,-
000-a-year bureaucrats he is talking 
about. 

Mr. McGEE. I suspect I can give the 
Senator an estimate on that. I think 
most of them would. 

But that is not the issue. The issue 
is that not anyone can fill these jobs. 
These are experienced personnel who 
have risen through the ranks through 
promotion. 

Mr. HELMS. I am not talking about 
that. 

Mr. McGEE. You get what you pay 
for, and you cannot run into a bargain 
basement forever without finally ending 
up with a lot of trash. 

Mr. HELMS. We do not have a bargain 
basement as it stands now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. 

NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will now resume consideration of S. 
2173, which will be stated by title. 

The legislative ~lerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2173) to fully explore and de

velop the naval petroleum reserves of the 
United States and to permit limited produc
tion with revenues derived therefrom to be 
placed 1n a special account, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. S. 2173 
will be made the pending business. 

ADDITIONAL ROUTINE MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The following additional routine morn
ing business was transacted today by 
unanimous consent: 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Heiting, one of his sec
retaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Acting 

President pro tempore <Mr. FoRD) laid 
before the Senate a message from the 
President of the United States submit
ting the nominations of Robert 0. Aders, 
of Ohio, to be Under Secretary of Labor, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

APPROVAL OF BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION 

A message from the President of the 
United States announced that he had 
approved and signed the bill <S. 435) to 
amend section 201(b) (7) of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, to change the marketing year 
for wheat from July 1-June 30, to June 1-
May 31; and the joint resolution <S.J. 
Res. 102) amending section 5(c) of the 
Home Owners• Loan Act of 1933 to clarify 
the authority of Federal savings and loan 
associations to act as custodians of in
dividual retirement accounts. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 12:05 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House disagrees to the 
amendments of the Senate to the blll 
(H.R. 8597) making appropriations for 
the Treasm·y Department, the U.S. 
Postal Service, the Executive Omce Of 
the President, and certain independ
ent agencies, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1976, and the period ending 

September 30, 1976, and for other pur
poses; agrees to the conference requested 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon; and that MI·. 
STEED, Mr. ADDABBO, Ml.•. ROYBAL, Ml.·. 
SIKES, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. FLYNT, Mr. PAT
TEN, Mr. LONG of Maryland, Mr. MAHON, 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. 
ARMSTRONG, and Mr. CEDERBERG were 
appointed managers of the conference on 
the part of the House. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 83) to exclude 
from gross income gains from the con
demnation of certain forest lands held 
in trust for the Klamath Indian Tribe, 
with an amendment in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the bill <H.R. 5900) 
to protect the economic rights of labor 
in the building and construction industry 
by providing for equal treatment of craft 
and industrial workers, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate. 

At 3:10 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Hackney, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House had agreed to, 
without amendment, the following con
current resolutions: 

S. Con. Res. 35. A concurrent resolutic;m 
approving a bilateral commercial agreement 
between the United States and the Socialist 
Republic of Romania; and 

S. Con. Res. 54. A concurrent resolution 
providing for a conditional adjournment of 
the Congress from August 1, 1975, until Sep
tember 3, 1975. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 6219) to amend 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 to extend 
certain provisions for an additional 10 
years, to make permanent the ban 
against certain prerequisites to voting, 
and for other pw·poses. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
At 5:40 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Hackney announced that the Speak
er has signed the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 5327. An act to reserve a site for the 
use of the Smithsonian Institution; 

H.R. 6219. An act to amend the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 to extend certain provi
Sions for an additional 7 years to make 
permanent the ban against certain prerequi
sites to voting, and for other purposes; and 

H.R. 7731. An act to suspend the duty on 
open-top hopper cars exported for repairs or 
alterations on or before June 30, 1975. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the Vice President. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore <Mr. FoRD) laid before the Senate 
the following letters, which were referred 
as 1nd1cated: 

IMPACT OF THE $36,000 SALARY LlMITATION 

A communication from the President of 
the United Sta.tes relatlng to the eoznmlttee 
amendment to the bW (H.R. 2559) to extend 
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to employees of the Executive, Judicial, and 
Legislative branches certain increases. Or
dered to lie on the table.) 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE-S. 1395 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate Com
mittee on the Judiciary be discharged 
from further consideration of S. 1395, 
relating to the defense of certain mal
practice and negligence suits and that 
the bill be referred to the Senate Com
mittee on Armed Services. This bill 
amends title 10 and relates to malprac
tice suits against military members or 
civilian employees of the military. There
fore it falls more appropriately within 
the 'jurisdiction of the Armed Services 
Committee. 

Also, a similar House-passed measure, 
H.R. 3954, was referred to the Armed 
Services Committee. This request has 
been discussed informally with the Ju
diciary Committee, and they concur in 
this action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill <H.R. 5900) to protect the 

economic rights of labor in the building 
ing construction industry by providing 
for equal treatment of craft and indus
trial workers, was read twice by its title 
and referred to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. ROBE:d.T C. BYRD (for 
himself and Mr. ALLEN) : 

S. 2187. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the ex
emption for purposes of the Federal es
tate tax to increase the estate tax marital 
deduction, and to provide an alternate 
method of valuing certain real property 
for estate tax purposes. Referred to the 
Committee on Fi.."lance. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I am introducing today a bill aimed at 
taking some of the Federal estate tax 
burden off widows and widowers of mod
est means and to allow the family farm 
to remain in existence following the 
death of the owner, rather than forcing 
its sale in order to pay the Federal es
tate taxes on its current market value. 

My bill would amend section 2052 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 by 
raising the exemption for purposes of 
the Federal estate tax from $60,000 to 
$200,000. 

This exemption would apply across the 
board to all Federal estate tax filings. 

The original intent of the exemption 
was to avoid depriving the surviving 
spouse and children of the meams to sup
port themselves and to grant a reason
able exemption before the Federal estate 
taxes would apply, so that the surviving 
family would not be subjected to com
pulsory poverty by an excessive Federal 
estate tax which would substantially de
plete the estate. 

CXXI--1599-Pa.rt 20 

The $60,000 exception was signed into 
law on October 21, 1942, nearly 33 years 
ago. 

During those years inflation has di
minished greatly the desired effect of 
the deduction. The Consumer Price In
dex for 1942 was 48.8. In May of 1975 
the Consumer Price Index stood at 159.3. 
Translated into 1975 dollars, the orig
inal $60,000 Federal estate tax exemp
tion would be $195,860 as of May 1975. 

My bill would raise the $60,000 ex
emption to $200,000 and would actually 
only be keeping pace with the inflation 
rate, in order to maintain the same level 
of protection for the surviving family 
as was originally intended by the 1942 
figure. 

My bill would also give protection to 
the surviving heirs who inherit a fam
ily farm. 

Under the present law, if the family 
farm is located in an area where devel
opment has increased the market value 
of the neighboring land, the effected 
farm is taxed, for Federal estate tax 
purposes, at current market value for 
land in the area, rather than at a rate 
based on its value as an operating farm. 
The practical effect of this taxation in 
many cases is to force the heirs to sell 
the farm in order to pay the Federal 
estate tax on the property. 

One need only to drive a few minutes 
away from the center of Washington, 
D.C., into the countryside of nearby 
Maryland and Virginia to see the effect 
of this taxation. One sees beautiful 
farmland intersected by subdivisions 
where the surviving heirs could not af
ford to pay the enormous tax burden 
caused by their farm's valuation at cur
rent market value for the surrounding 
property. 

My bill would allow the executor to 
elect to have the property valued for tax 
purposes by its value as farm property 
rather than by current market value of 
the surrounding property if the prop
erty had been substantially devoted to 
farming-including, but not limited to, 
the production of agricultural commod
ities and the raising of livestock-for a 
period of 5 years prior to the death of 
the decedent. 

The bill would also give a similar 
election for the protection of woodland 
and scenic open space as it does for 
farmland. 

The qualifying estate would get a cred
it against the Federal estate tax for an 
amount equal to the excess of fair mar
ket value over qualified use value. A lien 
equal to the amount of the credit would 
be imposed on the land, and would ac
crue interest at the rate of 4 percent 
per year. If the farm property should be 
converted to a nonfarming use within 5 
years after the estate tax return is :filed, 
the person converting the land or portion 
thereof pays the lien on the land or por
tion thereof plus the interest. If no one 
converts the property within 5 years 
after the estate tax return is filed, the 
lien is abated and the interest ceases 
to be payable. 

This bill would prevent the forced sale 
of the family farm where the heirs would 
like to continue it as such, but are un-

able to pay the Federal estate tax on 
the property at fair market value and 
are forced to sell the farm in order to 
pay the tax. 

The bill would also adjust the old 
1942 $60,000 exemption for Federal 
estate tax to $200,000 which, in 1975 dol
lars, is of the same value as the original 
exemption. This would give the same 
protection to the surviving family as was 
originally intended by the law. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2187 
Be it enacted by the Senate and Ho-use 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a.) 
section 2052 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 (relating to exemption for purposes 
of the Federal estate tax) is amended by 
striking out "$60,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$200,000". 

(b) Section 6018(a.) (1) of such Code (re
lating to estate tax returns) is amended by 
striking out "$60,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$200,000". 

SEc. 2. The amendments made by the first 
section of this Act shall apply to the estates 
of decedents dying after the date of enact
ment of thiE: Act. 

SEC. 3. INCREASE IN ESTATE TAX MARITAL 
DEDUCTION.-

(a) Section 2056(c) of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 (relating to limitation 
of aggregate marital deduction) is amended 
by inserting after "shall not exceed" in para
graph (1) "the sum of $100,000, plus". 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a.) shall apply with respect to decedents 
dying after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 4. ALTERNATIVE VALUATION OF CERTAIN 
REAL PROPERTY.-

(a.) Part n of subchapter A a.f chapter 11 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relat
ing to credits against estate tax) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 2017. CREDIT FOR PART OF VALUE OF 

CERT~ ~L PROPERTY. 
"(a.) IN GENERAL.-!! the executor of an 

estate so elects, the tax imposed by section 
2001 shall be credited with the amount of 
the excess, if any, of the amount of tax 
imposed on the transfer of the estate under 
this chapter over the amount of the tax 
which would have been imposed on the 
transfer of the estate under this chapter if 
the value of any property included in the 
gross estate which is qualified real property 
had been determined, for purposes of this 
chapter, by its value as qua.li:fled real prop
erty determined on the basis of the value 
of the property for the use by which it is 
determined to be qualified real property. 

"(b) DEFIN1TION oF QuALIFIED REAL PRoP
ERTY.-For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'qua.ll:fled real property' means real 
property substantially all of which is, and, 
for the 60 months preceding the date of 
death of the decedent, has been, devoted 
to-

"(1) farming (including the production of 
agricultural commodities and the raising of 
livestock); 

"(2) woodland (including land use for the 
commercial production of trees and land 
used for scenic and recreational purposes), 
or 

•• ( 3) scenic open space. 
" (C) ELECTION REQUIREMENTS.-An election 

under this section shall be filed with the 
Secretary or his delegate at such time and in 
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such form and manner as he may prescribe 
and shall contain, in addition to any other 
matter, the name, address, and taxpayer 
identification number of the person to whom 
the property passes under the terms of the 
decedent's will or by operation of law. 

" (d) CROSS REFERENCES.-
"For lien against property where credit is 

taken, see section 6324 (a) ( 4) . 
"For interest payable on amount of lien, 

see section 6601.". 
(b) Section 6324(a) of such Code (relating 

to liens for estate tax) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(4) UPON QUALIFIED REAL PROPERTY.-
" (A) LIEN IMPOSED.-If the executor of an 

estate elects to take the credit against the 
estate tax allowed by section 2017, the 
amount of that credit is a lien upon the 
qualified real property (as defined in section 
2017(b)) with respect to which the credit 
was claimed. If the credit relates to more 
than one piece of qualified property, a lien 
is imposed under this paragraph on each 
piece of such property in an amount which 
bears the same ratio to the total amount of 
the credit allowed under section 2017 as the 
value of that piece of property (for purposes 
of chapter 11) bears to the value of all t he 
property to which the credit relates. 

"(B) RELEASE OF LIEN.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-The lien imposed by 

subparagraph (A) on any qualified real prop
erty may be released by the payment to the 
Secretary or his delegate of the estate tax 
reduction amount attributable to that prop
erty. 

"(ii) TERMINATION OF LIEN.-The Secre
tary or his delegate may not take any action 
to obtain payment of the estate tax reduc
tion attributable to any qualified real prop
erty until the close of the calendar year in 
which the property is substantially con
verted to a use inconsistent with its use as 
qualified real property. The Secretary or his 
delegate shall take any action necessary to 
obtain payment of such amount at the earli
est date possible under the preceding sen
tence. If the lien is not released within 
sixty calendar months after the month in 
which it is imposed on any qualified real 
property, the lien shall abate, and, for pur
poses of this title, shall be considered satis
fied and released. 

"(C) DEFINITION OF ESTATE TAX REDUCTION 
AMOUNT .-For purposes of this paragraph, 
the term, 'estate tax reduction amount' 
means, with respect to any qualified real 
property, the amount of the credit allowed 
under section 2017 for that property. 

"(D) CROSS REFERENCE.-
"For interest payable on estate tax reduc

tion amount, see section 6601(b) .". 
(c) Section 6601 of such Code (relating to 

interest on underpayment, nonpayment, or 
extensions of time for payment, of tax) is 
amended by redesignating subsection (j) as 
(k), and by inserting after subsection (i) 
the following new subsection: 

"(j) ESTATE TAX REDUCTION AMOUNT.-If 
the executor of an estate elects to have the 
provisions of section 2017 (relating to credit 
for part of value of qualified real property) 
apply, interest shall be paid at the rate of 
4 percent on the amount of the credit al
lowed under that section. The interest shall 
run from the date prescribed by section 
6151 (a) for the payment of the tax imposed 
by chapter 11 on the transfer of the estate, 
without regard to any extension of time for 
such payment under section 6161 (a) (2), 
6163, or 6166. The interest shall be paid by 
the person paying the estate tax reduction 
amount under section 6324(a) ( 4) at the 
time such amount is paid. Upon the abate
m'3nt of the lien imposed on any qualified 
re.:tl property under section 6324(a) (4) (A) 
because of the provisions of the last sen
tence of section 6324(a) (4) (B) (il), any in-

terest which would have been payable under 
this subsection with respect to the credit 
attributable to such property shall be 
waived.". 

(d) The table of sections for part II of 
subchapter A of chapter 11 of such Code is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new item: 
"Sec. 2017. Credit for part of value of cer

tain real property.". 
SEc. 5. The amendments made by section 

4 of this Act shall apply with respect to the 
estates of decedents dying after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 2188. A bill to amend the Federal 

Energy Administration Act of 1974 in 
order to discourage the use of electricity 
and natural gas in large amounts and to 
provide minimal rates for small users. 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

S. 2189. A bill to require the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to establish non
discriminatory rates and charges for the 
transportation of recyclable and recycled 
solid waste materials. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

s. 2190. A bill to direct the Secretary 
of Transportation to make an investiga
tion and study to determine a National 
Transportation Policy which will result 
in maximum energy efficiency in our 
national transportation system. Referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

s. 2191. A bill to amend the Federal 
Energy Administration Act of 1974 to 
provide for a study of conservation meas
ures applicable to building construction 
and of the extent to which agencies of 
the Federal Government are encouraging 
energy conservation in such construc
tion, and for other purposes. Referred to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing and 
Urban Affairs. 

SOME ELEMENTS OF A STRATEGY FOR LONG
RANGE ENERGY CONSERVATION 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, neither 
the administration nor the Congress is 
setting forth the kind of comprehensive 
energy program that will achieve the 
long-term changes we must make in our 
energy consumption patterns if we are 
to become less dependent upon foreign 
energy sources and at the same time 
maintain a quality domestic environ
ment. Instead, we continue to focus on 
emergency, stopgap measures that, if 
implemented, would not be acceptable to 
most Americans for very long. 

It is clear from any realistic energy 
supply scenario one cares to examine, 
that conservation efforts must play a key 
role in our energy future, yet the con
servation mechanisms being discussed 
today are generally schemes to create 
artificial energy shortages. Such policies 
as absolute quotas on imports, allocation 
or rationing of scarce supplies, manda
tory closw·e of service stations on Sun
days, and the like are obviously not the 
course to steer for the long run. They 
should be considered only as stand-by 
measures to be implemented in an emer
gency. Even over a short period of time, 
such measures would be destructive
they would add to unemployment, fur
ther wound industries that rely on key 
petroleum supplies, devastate recreation 
and tourism, and cause new citizen frus-

tration with gasoline waiting lines or 
rationing regulations. Such heavy
handed programs inevitably produce un
necessarily severe distress and disloca
tions relative to what gets accomplished. 

Indeed, we had an embargo. And we 
could have another one. But our answer 
to this immediate threat should not also 
serve as our long-term energy conserva
tion strategy. We should be planning and 
legislating today for long-term changes 
in our energ-y consumption patterns
changes that will move us away from 
energy-intensive technologies and that 
will institute a conservation ethic 
throughout our economy. Turning this 
corner on consumption will take some 
time, for long-range programs cannot do 
overnight what quotas can do. But pro
grams that do not rely on devices like 
the petroleum allocation system will be 
more sure, more true, more in the di
rection we want to go, and will have a 
staying power that emergency patch
work policies lack. If there is anything 
this country needs right now, it is an 
energy program that meets these cri
teria-firm and unwavering and consist
ent with our basic principles of a fre~ 
economy. 

I am offering four bills today that ad
dress this problem of long-range energy 
conservation policy. By no means do they 
preempt the field, but they should gen
erate actions that will draw needed at
tention to the general problem. 

The first two require immediate 
policy changes-the inversion of elec
tricity and natural gas rate schedules, 
and the prohibition of freight rates that 
discriminate against recyclable solid 
waste materials. The former would re
quire that, in the pricing of electricity 
and natural gas to the ultimate con
sumer, rates would increase as consump
tion increases. A minimal rate, at or be
low the actual cost of delivery, would 
apply to the first relatively small block 
of electrical power or natural gas con
sumed in a given month-or year-and 
increasing rates would apply to each ad
ditional block consumed. Consumption in 
large amounts is obviously discouraged 
by such a scheme. 

The latter bill would require the In
terstate Commerce Commission to inves
tigate the rates charged by carriers of 
recyclable materials and to issue orders 
to prevent unfair, unreasonable, or dis
criminatory treatment of such materials. 
The energy consumption involved with 
the manufacture of an item from virgin 
materials in almost all cases exceeds that 
involved in manufacture from recycled 
materials. In some cases recycling actu
ally displaces the need for a certain 
amount of manufacturing activity-as 
in the case of beverage containers. And, 
of course, recycling of nonrenewable re
sources is also desirable from the stand
point of materials conservation. 

The third and fow·th bills launch in
vestigations that should provide guid
ance for energy policy in transportation 
and construction. In transportation I be
lieve we should develop a national strat
egy that recognizes certain modes of 
freight transport as being more energy 
efficient than others for the movement 

\ 
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of certain types of freight between cer
tain points. Generally speaking, it takes 
six times more energy to move 1 ton 
of freight 1 mile by truck than by rail. 
And rail is usually less efficient than 
water transport. Where the systems-the 
waterways and rail roadbeds-exist, they 
should be utilized much more for long
haul transport. Yet, sadly, the rails are 
being left to deteriorate today. 

In construction I believe we should in
vestigate the extent to which we can em
ploy rna terials that require less energy 
to manufacture, construction methods 
that are less energy consumptive, and 
designs that will enable the completed 
structure to operate more efficiently. At
tention has been focused recently only on 
the last of these problems. However, alu
minum and cement have been displacing 
steel as construction materials over the 
last 30 years, and we are now to the 
point where prod •tction of aluminum, ce
ment, and chemicals consumes 30 per
cent of the industrial use of electrical 
power in the United States. Light metals 
during this period have also been dis
placing forest products, which are made 
from a renewable resource produced by 
solar energy in a natural cycle. 

The texts of these two bills are self
explanatory, and I ask unanimous con
sent that they, together with the first 
two bills, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bills were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2188 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

R epresentatives of the Uni ted States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
5 of the Federal Energy Administration Act 
of 1974 is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following: 

"(c) (1) In order to more effectively carry 
out the purposes of subsection (b) (6) of this 
section the Administrator shall, not later 
than 90 days after the effective date of this 
subsection, prescribe such regulations as are 
necessary to require that State regulatory 
agencies, city councils, county governments, 
utility boards of directors, and any other 
bodies with authority to set or approve rates 
for the pricing of electricity or natural gas to 
the ultimate consumer not approve any rate 
structure for such electricity or naural gas 
unless it provides-

"(A) for minimal rates at cost of service 
or less for the first block of electricity or 
natural gas used in residential dwellings; 

"(B) for increasing rates for additional 
blocks of electricity or natural gas used in 
residential dwellings above the initial block; 
and 

"(C) for increasing block rates for indus
trial and commercial customers, regardless of 
whether service delivery is considered retail 
or wholesale. 

"(2) The Administrator shall within such 
90 day period also prescribe regulations re
quiring any Federal agency furnishing elec
tricity to the ultimate consumer to meet the 
requirements of clauses (A), (B) and (C) of 
paragraph ( 1) .". 

s. 2189 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

R epresentatives of the United States of 
Ame1·ica in Congress assembled, That (a) the 
Int erstate Commerce Commission shall, with
in siX months after the date of enactment 
of this Act and on a continuing basis there
after-

(1) investigate and formally identify all 
rates charged by transportation carriers sub-

ject to its jurisdiction for the transporta
tion of recyclable or recycled materials and 
shall, in each case, determine whether the 
rates charged and the terms and conditions 
of transportation for such materials are fair 
and reasonable and whether they unjustly 
discriminate against the movement or ship
ment in interstate or foreign commerce of 
recyclable or recycled materials and in favor 
of competing virgin natural resource mate
rials or commodities; 

(2) issue appropriate orders in all cases 
where the rates charged or terms and condi
tions of transportation applicable to recycl
able or recycled materials are found to be 
unfair, unreasonable, or discriminatory pur
suant to which such rates and conditions of 
transportation will be effectively canceled 
and repealed and replaced by rates, tariffs, 
and conditions of transportation which are 
found to be fair, reasonable, and nondis
criminatory; and 

(3) file annual and terminal reports with 
the President and the Congress regarding the 
re3ults of such investigations and all actions 
taken to establish fair, reasonable, and non
d iscriminatory rates for the transportation 
of re::yclable or recycled materials. 

(b) For the purposes of this Act "fair, rea
sonable, and nondiscriminatory rates" for re
cy::lable and recycled materials may include 
rates which are less than those for similar 
virgin materials in any case where it is in the 
national interest to encourage the use of any 
such recyclable or recycled material. 

S.2190 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Represen tatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
the Secretary of Transportation shall make 
a full and complete investigation and study 
for the purpose of determining (1) a Na
tional Transportation Policy which will pro
mote the maximum use of each mode of 
transportation in the type of transportation 
which will result in the maximum energy 
efficiency for the Nation, and (2) a strategy 
for achieving the ultimate aims for such 
policy. Such study shall include all modes 
of passenger and freight transportation, a 
determination of their energy efficiency for 
long and short haul purposes, and such other 
matters as the Secretary deems appropriate. 

(b) The Secretary shall report the results 
of such investigation and study, together 
with any recommended legislation necessary 
to put such policy and strategy into effect, 
within six months after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

SEc. 2. There is authorized to be appro
priated such amount as is necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this Act. 

s. 2191 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United. States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 15 of the Federal Energy Administra
tion Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(f) The Administrator shall carry out a 
study to determine-

" ( 1) the feasibility of establishing new or 
modifying existing Federal standards to 
require designated minimum levels of energy 
efficiency in the construction of new resi
dential and other buildings; and 

"(2) the extent to which other depart
ments and agencies of the Federal Govern
ment are encouraging energy efficient build
ing construction pursuant to standards 
promulgated under existing law. 
Not later than 6 months after the date of 
enactment of this subsection, the Adminis
trator shall submit a report to the President 
and the Congress containing his findings 
and recommendations for legislation or ad
ministrative action to increase energy effi
ciency in building construction." 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 2192. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide r. tax 
credit for contributions to a neighbor
hood corporation and to provide other 
financial assistance to such corporations 
organized under State law to furnish 
their own neighborhood services. Re
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 
THE NEIGHBORHOOD GOVERNMENT ACT OF 1975 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing legislation which 
could provide an alternative political 
philosophy to the dominant pattern of 
government centralization. It is a phi
losophy which I feel will be appe:tling 
to the poor, the dispossessed, citizens 
alienated from their Government and 
from democracy, conservatives and 
liberals, and all those who believe in 
the fundamentals of democratic life. 

To many, in recent years, it has seemed 
that true democracy has been lost, that 
we have become a nation whose people 
have been forgotten amidst the vast in
stitutions of power that govern our 
lives. I would hope that the bill I intro
duce today, the Neighborhood Gov
ernment Act of 1975, will help to rekindle 
the spirit which gave birth to the strug
gles of 1776, a spirit which must find life 
again if we are to insure that our demo
cratic liberties survive in our third cen
tury of existence. 

Mr. President, I would like to explain 
the political philosophy which prompts 
this legislation, to add to the thoughts I 
expressed in introducing similar legis
lation on October 1, 1973. 

The Neighborhood Government Act of 
1975 is an attempt to restore political 
power and democratic representation to 
the citizens of this republic, citizens who 
are willing to chart a new course in par
ticipatory democracy. 

For those determined to gain political 
control over their lives again, for those 
who are willing to take on the respon
sibilities of self-government, for those 
who have given up hope that Govern
ment alone can effectively deal with im
mediate human problems, this bill offers 
an alternative where none now exists. 

This act would encourage the devel
opment of neighborhood corporations 
throughout the country by providing a 
Federal income tax credit for funds con
tributed by an individual to a duly rec
ognized neighborhood corporaton. In the 
historical tradition of the New England 
town meetings, community assemblies 
could then be formed in which the prob
lems of the neighborhood could be dis
cussed and translated into positive po
litical action. 

Herein lies one alternative to the 20th 
century American political system, bur
dened with an intricate Federal, State, 
and local political mechanism that has 
produced alienation and cynicism among 
the people of this country. The bill will 
provide neighborhood associations with 
the power to chart their political course 
in clear and open debate. 

In a complex maze of political and 
economic centralization the Neighbor
hood Government Act represents a re
turn to simplicity, to smallness in de
sign, to giving the democratic process 
human size, allowing for both the frail-
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ties and the genius of man. I can think 
of nothing more fittmg, as we approach 
the celebration of 200 years of liberty, 
than to begin a movement back to the 
people of this Nation, in a celebration of 
representative democracy and true po
litical participation, as our forefathers 
envisioned. 

If we do not begin to offer alter
natives to the policies of the past, the 
fundamentals of our society and democ
racy will be continuously endangered 
by the growth of our institutions. The ex
tent of centralized government in Wash
ington has been startling, and it grows 
daily. The fundamental questions to be 
asked are twofold: Why this growth 
has occurred, and what it can mean to a 
democratic government. 

Between 1930 and 1974 the gross na
tional product, GNP, increased 15 
times-from $90.4 billion to $1,396 tril
lion. During the same period of vast ex
pansions, however, Federal expenditures 
increased over 106 times-from $2.8 bil
lion to $298.6 billion. This growth was 
seven tirr..es faster than the increase in 
GNP. On the other hand, State and local 
expenditures increased 24 times or al
most twice as fast as the increase in 
GNP-$8.3 billion in 1930 and $206.6 
billion in 1974. 

In the case of taxes, Federal receipts 
have increased 97 times-from $3 bil
lion to $291.1 billion in that same period 
of time. This is over six times as fast 
as the increase in GNP. State and local 
tax 1·eceipts have had similar dramatic 
increases above and beyond '·he economic 
prosperity level of this country. 

What this means is that we have 
turned toward Government, in a dramat
ic fashion, to solve more of our prob
lems. More specifically, we now go first 

. and primarily to the vast complex of the 
Federal Government to solve our prob
lems, rather than to our communities, to 
our local institutions, or, most import
antly, to ourselves. 

Mr. President, Eric Fromm, the famed 
psychoanalyst, has noted the dangerous 
trend in our institutions. We have not 
heeded his warning. He has spoken of 
the dangers of our modern and complex 
system. We are an alienated people and 
we are in danger of losing touch with the 
historic traditions that have made us 
great: 

Alienation as we find it in modern society 
is almost total, it pervades the relationship 
of man to his work, to the things he con
sumes, to the state and to his fellow man, 
and to himself. Man has created a world of 
man-made things as it never existed before. 
He has constructed a complicated social ma
chine to administer the technical machine 
he built. The more powerful and gigantic 
the forces are which he unleashes, the more 
powerless he feels himself as a human being. 
He is owned by his own creation, and has 
lost ownership of himself. 

The forces that have carried this Na
tion to the center of global power and 
responsibility in the short span of 200 
years are still at work. The evidence is 

· everywhere. Footprints in the dust of 
- the Moon, the creation of life in anti
septic testr tubes, and the . intermiriglmg 
of cultures and the inevitable, growing 

· demand for increased complexity and 

size that challenges o_ur seemingly limit
less ambitions. 

But now, 200 years later, we must look 
beyond our vast technological and ma
terial success to see what we have be
come, and where we are being led by 
these economic and political forces of 
chilling power and enormous complex
ity. Our success as a nation has carried 
with it great ironies. The United States 
was a nation dedicated to pea-ee, and 
yet we have been engaged in nearly a 
century of war. We are dedicated t-o eco
nomic prosperity and yet inflation, re
cession and international instability 
balance thinly on the edge of crisis. In 
1776, we were a Nation of small politi
cal and economic units, and now we 
have incorporated our power in a vast 
symbiotic cartel. Our task since the 
revolution has been to insure that lib
erty overwhelms tyranny, that peace 
abolishes war, that reason overpowers 
irrationality. And yet tyranny, war, and 
irrationality still threaten our freedoms. 

Have we lost a portion of our free
doms? Undeniably, we have. But the loss 
has gone largely unnoticed in a frenetic, 
technological age. What are the modern 
chains that enslave us? They are, for 
the most part, systems of control that 
regulate our lives and detract from our 
liberties. They are involvements in wars, 
never declared; they are promises of 
plenty and happiness, never realized; 
they are a type of modern fear, apathy 
and disillusionment that cannot be dealt 
with effectively by the institutions and 
bureaucracies of our own creation. 

In order to initiate the great programs 
of our past, the New Deals, the Great 
Societies and Wars on Poverty, the New 
Federalisms and New Populisms, we 
chose to sacrifice individual responsibil
ity through the creation of centralized, 
Federal bureaucracies. Officials pro
ceeded on the assumption that these 
great citadels of paper and people would 
be the most practic·al way of overcom
ing the problems of welfare for the dis
advantaged, economic opportunity for 
the unemployed, and a fair distribution 
of wealth. These assumptions have in 
many instances proven wrong. And we 
are left with the dinosaurs of these mis
conceptions-huge buildings that line 
the street of Washington whose inhabi
tants attempt to can-y out the Nation's 
business. And their failure is being felt. 

This failure cannot be computed; it 
can be sensed. One need only ask people 
if they feel the Federal Government can 
solve their problems. Most think that it 
cannot. 

They believe the Federal Government 
has grown too big; that it spends far too 
much money; that what it does spend it 
frequently wastes; that it has lost touch 
with the citizens; that it employs too 
many ineffective bureaucrats; and that 
it blunders on, not in control of itself, 
nor controlled by others. And they are 
right. 

The phrases "Federal Government" 
and "bureaucratic Washington" have 
become code words for people's dispair, 
disillusionment, distrust, and even dis
gust. People see tax dollars flowing to 
Washington in a torrent and returning 
in a meager dribble. Today; Mr. Presi-

dent, I would like to propose a first step 
toward the rebirth of responsibility and 
participation among people, a concen
trat-ed effort to bring the Government of 
America back to its people. 

The Neighborhood Government Act 
would, I believe, go far in arresting the 
growing feeling of frustration and aliena
tion that plague the American voter and 
his feeling of powerlessness. Fromm de
scribed this well when he wrote: 

Seen through the eyes of the average voter, 
t;he whole world is so alienated that nothing 
makes real sense or carries real meaning. He 
reads of billions of dollars being spent, of 
millions of people being killed; figures, ab
stractions which are in no way interpreted 
in a concrete, meaningful picture of the 
world .... Everything is unreal, unlimited, 
impersonal. Facts are so many lists of mem
ory items, like puzzles in a game, not ele
ments on which his life and that of his chil
dren depend. 

The establishment of voluntary neigh
bo-rhood governments could restore lib
erty, dignity, and true democracy to the 
he9,rtland of America- its towns and 
communities. 

But beyond this, what would the 
Neighborhood Government Act accom
plish? With its economic incentives, up 
to 80 percent of Federal income tax dol
lars being funneled into neighborhood 
organizations, I can see America revital
ized once again. With the power to deal 
with their own money in their own way, 
local day care centers, drug abuse pro
grams, and out-patient clinics could be 
established to meet community needs. 
Parks and recreation centers, welfare 
programs, cooperative stores, credit 
unions, and local police forces and fire 
departments are all possible if com
munities are given control of money that 
are now so obviously wasted. 

This movement, no doubt, will begin 
quietly and with forbearance, but with 
success it can grow to become a vital 
political alternative in American life. 
Again, the voice of all Americans will be 
heard and what they said would make a 
difference. No longer would their cries 
fall on a massive and plodding Federal 
bureaucracy that cannot feel their pain, 
sense their hunger, or offer them hope. 

There is nothing more American than 
community-based self-government. The 
town meeting, the voluntary organiza
tions, the PTA, the neighborhood asso
ciations-such have been the historic, 
tangible expressions of self-determina
tion for the American. Such groups must 
become options for genuine political 
power once again. 

Neighborhoods should have some 
right and power to decide whether and 
where a city's freeways are built. Local 
communities in the midst of urban 
sprawl must assume the powers to de
termine how their land should be util
ized and how their ecology should be 
protected. 

Towns should give their citizens the 
option of choosing whether industries 
that would cause pollution or manufac
ture unwanted products, should be al
lowed to reside there. 

Also, localized, decentralized govern
ment must assume the responsibility of 
eating for the dispossessed . and meeting 
the social needs in their midst. 
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If, for example, every church and 

synagogue were to take over the respon
sibility of caring for 10 people over the 
age of 65 who are presently living below 
the poverty level, there would be no pres
ent welfare programs needed for the 
aged. If each church and synagogue took 
over the responsibility of 18 families who 
are eligible for welfare today, there 
would not be any need for Federal or 
State welfare programs to families. If 
each church and synagogue cared for 
less than one child each, the present day 
care programs supported by Federal and 
State funds would be totally unnecessary. 
Our religious institutions--the historical 
focus of community activity--could thus 
be directed toward meeting the human 
needs of one's fellow man. 

Om· problems are great, but they are 
not unconquerable. If only we begin 
again to rely on the spirit and self
reliance of our people-and not on the 
sterile institutions of the past-our fu
ture can be bright and exciting. 

The movement back to communities is 
beginning. The Sto-Rox Community near 
Pittsburg-working with little or no out
side Federal assistance and against en
trenched political machinery, has in
corporated. U has established a com
munity health center, a senior citizens 
clinic and a counseling center. It serves 
the community well because the people 
know the community problems first 
hand. 

In Washington, D.C., the Adarp.s
Morgan Organization is in the _process of 
developing- community -self -sufficiency. 
A community technology center has been 
established which has· built fish. tanks 
that can be placed· in the ba5ements :of 
the neighborhood, each of which will 
produce 400 pounqs of rainbow ~rout a 
month. Hydropnonic greenhouses ha.ve 
been proposed that could be community
owned and-would. provide the food .needs 
of every member of the neighborhood. 
.They have created plans for })amassing 
wind and solar energy to run the kitch
ens and heat the water of every home 
in the community. · 

These are only examples. Neighbor
hood corporations exist in the United 
States today that are developing new 
ideas, new initiatives and new ways of 
solving local problems--and they are 
doing it on their own. They are exercising 
genuine political liberty. J:"hey are con
fronting human conflicts and problem~ 
·on human terms and they are succeeding 
·in the battle because they have imagina
tion and compassion. There is no task 
:any greater than humanizing our systems 
in order to renew a sense of individuality 
and integrity that will allow for both the 
·frailties and the genius of men. 

It .is my hope that in the future_ politi
_cal systems will anticipate change be7" 
.cause .'.it will be an integral part of the 
neighborhoods and . communities · of 
·America-where change is first felt. Peo
ple will be able to stand up, speak their 
mind and be heard and what they say 
will make a difference in the way they 
live. For once, the cries that reflect their 
frustration and powerlesSness will not 
fall on machinery that cannot compute 
the sound of their voices or the depth of 
their alienation. 

In the future, in these small commu
nity meetings, I would expect much wav
ing of hands, many shouts to be heard 
and a great deal of carrying on-and I 
welcome all these things. They are the 
sounds of people acting together again; 
they are the sounds of life and political 
rebirth. They are what we need to cope 
with the future, and to energize anew 
the American political experience. 

There will be great difficulties. There 
\Vill be people who fear change-who 
fear the power that they might have over 
their lives and their destinies once again. 
This fear is not unknown to us. 

If we cannot change our institutions, 
if we are irrevocably wedded to the past, 
we may face an Orwellian future of our 
own making. The Orwellian future would 
be a simple one, devoid of personal re
sponse and initiative. The people are nei
ther adventuresome, courageous, imag
inative nor capable of joy. They are as 
dead as their leaders, and they embody 
a ::;ociety that has no future. 

It must be remembered that tyranny 
need not be overt, it need not take the 
form of a screaming madman appealing 
only to the weakest traits of men. Tyi·an
ny can be subtle, silent, pursuasive-and 
yet still be deadly. The quantum growth 
of institutional power in the political 
world of 20th century America breeds 
alienation. And alienation, in turn, 
breeds the tyranny of authoritarianism. 

This, however, need not be our destiny. 
We can break the chains .that entangle 
our bodies . and our minds and we can 
flourish in new liberties and recon
structed hopes. Or we can go our s~me 
way and let forces impassively push us 
_toward a future that we do not know, and 
may not care to know. 

We must act to return to our citizens 
the control over their lives and their des
tinies. We must lead ourselves away from 
the direction modern history is taking
toward the slow suffocation of our free
dom_:_and direct' our _course instead to
ward the service of mankind. The mas
sive trend toward defacto institutional 
oppression must be stopped. It has 
shackled the freedom of men for too 
long and it is destroying their spirit. We 
cannot live with it, nor can our chil
dren. Through this act, I believe Con
gress can take an invaluable· step toward 
the betterment of life, toward the rebirth 
of opportunity, of community, and of 
imagination. Only by renewing the spirit 
of man, in a strangely spiritless age, can 
America move into its third century of 
life with optimism-looking forward to 
a future that can again be filled with 
the promise and fascination of freedom. 

By Mr. MUSKIE: 
_ S. 2193. A bill to amend the Fish and 
Wildlife Act of 1956 ill order to authorize 
the Secretary of Commerce to make 
-loans to U.S. fishermen to cover the costs 
of damages to their vessels and gear by 
foreign vessels. Referred to the· Commit
tee on Commerce. 

FISHING VESSEL CLAIMS OF 197 5 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I am in_
troducing legislation to amend the Fish 
and Wildlife Act of 1956 to expedite the 
payment of claims by U.S. fishermen for 
damage caused by foreign vessels. Specif-

ically, this legislation would require the 
Federal Government within 30 days to 
assume financial responsibility for losses 
to U.S. fishermen caused by foreign ves
sels, pending international negotiations 
to recover the loss from the foreign gov
ernment involved. In cases where there 
is reason to believe that damage or de
struction did in fact occur as a result 
of foreign fishing activities, documented 
claims would be paid by the Secretary 
of Commerce in the form of a noninter
est-bearing loan from the Fisheries Loan 
Fund set up under the Fish and Wildlife 
Act of 1956. 

Congress created this fund expressly 
to finance or refinance the cost of pur
chasing. constructing, equipping, main
taining, or operating commercial fishing 
vessels or gear. The loan would be made 
in an amount equal to the replacement 
value of the damaged or destroyed prop
erty and the market value of the fish 
lost on board or in the damaged gear. 
After the Secretary of Commerce has 
completed an investigation of the inci
dent-an investigation which must be 
completed within 6 months after the loan 
application has been filed-the loan 
would be converted to a grant if it were 
found that the American fisherman was 
not at fault. 

If, however, the Secretary found that 
the damage or destruction resulted from 
a natural cause such as a storm, the non
interest-bearing loan would be converted 
:into a loan with interest at a rate set 
·by the Secretary. - , 
· If the American fisherman were found 
-to be at fault because of negligent o-r 
fraudulent activity, the ·secretary would 
require the immediate ~epayment of the 
loan at an interest. rate he deemed -ap
propriate; and the fisherman would be 
·subject to criminal prosecution. Govern
·ment responsibility would be retroactive 
·to January 1, 1972,-since most of the seri_:
·ous damage done to American fisher
·men's gear has been done during the past 
3 years. . . . . 

Mr. President, I would like to add that 
this legislation is not. only simple in its 
intent and construction, but if enacted, 
it could be administered in a straightfor
ward and relatively inexpensive manner. 
With the enactment of this measure, I 
would not, for example, foresee the need 
to expand the bureaucracy or to set 
up any new administrative organization 
to handle claims filed by U.S. fishermen 
·against foreign vessels. I believe the Na
tional Marine Fisheries Service, as pres
ently structured, could handle any in
creased demands made upon it as a re
sult of this legislation. 

Furthermore, the few million dollars 
currently in the fisheries loan fund 

·should provide more than enough money 
to take care of any immediate claims filed 

·pursuant to this measure. So it Wm not 
be necessary· for Congress to authorize 
any new moneys ·for the implementation 
of this' bill. · · 

Mr: President, identical legislation wa.S 
approved by the House and the Senate 
·Iate last Congr~ss as an ame~dment tO 
the maritime authorization bilJ, . which 
was vetoed by the President. In announc
ing his veto, President Ford objected spe
cifically to the provision for fishermen 
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claims recovery. As the author of this 
provision, I was particularly distressed 
at the President's action. 

The primary objection raised by Pres
ident Ford in his veto message was that 
"It would be difiicult to establish respon
sibility for any damage caused." This dif
ficulty is precisely the reason I introduced 
the amendment. Moreover, the President 
implied in his veto message that existing 
inte1nationa1 settlement procedures are 
adequate when in fact they are not. 

For many years, fishermen off both the 
east and west coasts have suffered seri
ous and often disastrous economic losses 
as a result of damage to their gear caused 
by foreign fishermen. There are interna
tional procedures for making claims 
against foreign vessels which damage or 
destroy fishing gear. But current pro
cedures are slow, cumbersome, and sel
dom effective, with the 1·esult that most 
American fishermen do not even bother 
going through the laborious process of 
tllling out the necessary claims forms. 
And in a given case, even if the claims 
process is eventually successful the in
dividual fisherman with a media~ income 
of $8,000 per year is forced to carry the 
financial burden of between $2,000 and 
$4,000 for several months or longer. 

Mr. President, this legislation is de
signed to get the fisherman back on the 
job while the international negotiations 
are going on by providing him with im
mediate compensation. 

Last summer, there was a series of in
cidents of damage to the fixed gear of 
fishermen off the Maine coast. The de
struction was wanton and apparently de
liberate. Strong evidence indicated that 
West German ships were responsible, yet 
our fishermen were left with only the 
most uncertain claims. Under existing 
_procedures, the most likely result of re-
covery efforts is that nothing will happen. 

Mr. President, as things stand today, 
most American fishermen do not regard 
the existing procedures as adequate: 
They feel that filing claims is hardly 
worth the time, money, and trouble since 
there is such a high probability that pur
suit through the claims process will prove 
fruitless. It is bad enough that we are 
allowing foreign fishermen to deplete our 
offshor~ stocks and to threaten the 
health of the U.S. fishing industry. We 
must not continue to allow foreign fish
ing vessels to add to that injury by de
stroying the gear of American fishermen. 

It is imperative that the Federal Gov
ernment initiate new measures to reform 
the existing claims process. The bill I 
am offering today-providing the indi
vidual fisherman with the capital he 
needs to get back in business while the 
Government negotiates with the respon
sible foreign governments for reimburse
ment-offers, I feel, a reasonable ap
proach to this problem. I urge my col
leagues to support this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a section-by-section analYsis 
and the legislation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
analYsis were ordered to be printed m 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2193 
Be it enacted by the Senate ana House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. That this 
Act may be cited as the "Fishing Vessels 
Claims Act of 1975.'' 

SEc. 2. Section 4 of the Fish and Wildlife 
Act of 1956 (16 u.s.c. 742c; 70 Stat. 1121), 
as amended, is further amended by adding 
the following new subsection: 

"(f) (1) The Secretary of Commerce is au
thorized, under such terms and conditions as 
he may prescribe by regulation to use funds 
appropriated under this section to compen
sate owners and operators whose fishing ves
sels or gear have been destroyed or damaged 
by the actions of foreign fishing vessels oper
ating in waters superjacent to the Continen
tal Shelf of the United States as defined in 
the Convention on the Continental Shelf. 

"(2) Upon receipt of an application filed 
by an owner or operator pursuant to this 
subsection after the effective date of this sub
section by the owner or operator of any ves
sel documented or certificated under the laws 
of the United States as a commercial fishing 
vessel and after determination by the Secre
tary that there is reason to believe that such 
vessel or its gear was destroyed or damaged 
while under the control of such owner or 
operator in waters superjacent to the Con
tinental Shelf of the United States by the 
actions of a vessel (including crew) of a for
eign nation. the Secretary shall, as soon as 
practicable but not later than thirty days 
after receipt of an application. make a non
interest-bearing loan to such owner or oper
ator from the fisheries loan fund created 
under subsection (c) of this section. Any 
such loan. as determined by the Secretary 
shall be in an amount equal to the replace
ment value of the damaged or destroyed 
property and the market value of tlsh. If 
any, onboard such vessel and within such 
gear which are lost or spoiled as the result of 
such damage or destruction. Any such loan 
shall-

(A) be conditional upon the owner or op
erator of such damaged or destroyed property 
assigning to the Secretary of Commerce any 
such rights of such owner or operator to 
recover for such damages; 

"(B) be subject to other requirements of 
this section With respect to loan which are 
not inconsistent with the subsection; and 

"(C) be subject to other terms and condi
tions which the Secretary determines neces
sary for the purposes of this subsection. 

"(3) The Secretary of Commerce shall. 
within one hundred and eighty days of 
receipt of a loan application, investigate 
each incident as a result of which a loan 
is made pursuant to this subsection and-

"(A) 1f he determines in any such case 
that the destruction or damage was caused 
solely by a vessel (including crew) or a for
eign nation, he shall cancel repayment of 
such loan and refund any principal paid 
thereon prior to such cancellation and seek 
recovery from such foreign nation; 

"(B) 1! he determines that the damage or 
destruction was not caused solely by a ves
sel (including crew) of a foreign nation or 
solely by the negligence or international ac
tions of the owner or operator of the vessel. 
he shall require such owner or operator to 
repay such loan at a rate of interest deter
mined by him. pursuant to subsection (b) 
of this section. which rate shall be retroac
tive to the date the loan was originally made; 
or 

"(C) 1f he determines that the damage 
or destruction was caused solely by the 
negligence or international actions of the 
owner or operator, he shall require the im
mediate repayment of such loan at a rate 
of interest determined by him, pursuant to 
subsection (b) of this section: which rate 

shall be retroactive to the date the loan 
was origlnally made. 

" ( 4) The Secretary of Commerce and the 
Secretary of State shall. with the assistance 
of the Attorney General. take steps to col
lect any claim assigned to him under this 
subsection from any foreign nation involved. 
Amounts collected on any such claim shall 
be desposited in the fisheries loan fund. 

"(5) This subsection shall apply with re
spect to damages or destruction or vessels or 
gear occuning on or after January 1, 1972." 

EXPLANATION OF FISHING VESSELS CLAIMS 
ACT OF 1975 
DESCRIPTrON 

This measure establishes a special loau 
program to expedite the payment of com
pensation to U.S. fishermen whose vessels or 
gear are damaged or destroyed as a result 
of foreign fishing activities on the U.S. Con
tinental Shelf. It adds a new subsection to 
section 4 of the Fish and Wildlife Act of 
1956 (16 U.S.C. 742c; 70 Stat. 1121) which 
created a more general loan program for 
financing or refinancing the cost of pur
chasing. constructing. and equipping. main
taining, repairing or operating commercial 
fishing vessels or gear. 

It is the intent of the sponsors of this blll 
that the "fisheries loan fund" provided for 
in subsection (c) of section 4 be the source 
of funds for the loans made pursuant to this 
amendment. Currently, the fund contains 
$4.000,000. However, because of past admin
Istrative difficulties the Administration has 
imposed a moratorium on the use of this 
loan program. although these difficulties may 
soon be resolved. Since the purposes of this 
bill do not involve past difficulties with the 
general loan program and since it is tied 
to a compensation program which will keep 
the fund replenished. this moratorium 
should not apply to the program created by 
this measure. The funds to be used should 
not exceed $250,000 per year. 

Paragraph (2) of the new subsection out
lines the procedures and states the basic con
ditions of the loan/compensation program. 
These procedures begin with an application 
by a fisherman claiming to have had his 
vessel or gear either damaged or destroyed 
by the actions of a foreign vessel or its crew. 
After receiving the appllcation, but not more 
than 30 days after it is filed. the Secretary of 
Commerce determines whether there is rea
son to believe that damage or destruction did 
in fact occur as a result of foreign fishing 
activities. To establish a prima facie case. a. 
fisherman should submit the following: (1) a 
copy of the vessers log showing the location 
of the vessel and the location, quantity, and 
type of gear alleged to be lost, damaged, or 
destroyed; (2) a statement by an appropri
ate government official (e.g. someone from 
the U.S. Coast Guard) that foreign vessels 
were known to be in the area at the approxi
mate time the gear was lost. damaged. or de
stroyed; and (3) an a.mdavit of the owner or 
operator of the vessel that. to the best of 
his knowledge, the damage or destruction of 
the gear or vessel was not caused by (a) his 
negligence or intentional acts; (b) natural 
causes; or (c) other U.S. fishing vessels, and 
that he was not operating his vessel or em
ploying his gear in violation of any applicable 
laws or regulation. To knowingly falsify such 
statement.~ will subject the applicant to the 
penalties contained in 18 U.S.C. 1001 relating 
to false statements. 

After being satisfied that any fisherman 
has a bona fide case according to the above 
guidelines. the Secretary Js to make a. non
interest bearing loan to each such fisherman 
from the fisheries loan fund. The loan would 
essentially cover "out-of-pocket" losses of the 
vessel owner. It would be made in an a.mount 
equal to the replacement value of the dam-
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aged or destroyed property and the market 
value of fish proved to be onboard a dame 
aged or destroyed vessel or within lost, dam
aged or destroyed fishing gear. 

The loan will be made subject to the 
following conditions: (1) assignment to the 
Secretary of Commerce of any right to ree 
cover for damages caused by foreign fishing 
activities; (2) the other requirement of sec
tion 4 relating to loans to the extent they 
are not inconsistent with the purpose of this 
bill (e.g. no other source of assistance, such 
as private insurance or bank loans, are rea
sonably available) ; and any other conditions 
determined by the Secretary to be necessary. 

As soon as he receives an application, the 
Secretary must begin a thorough investigae 
tion of the incident alleged to have taken 
place. Although this investigation may be 
completed before a loan is made (which is 
unlikely), it must be completed within six 
months after the loan compensation applica
tion is filed. In this time frame it is believed 
an adequate investigation can be efficiently 
completed. 

If the Secretary finds that the damage or 
destruction was indeed the result of foreign 
fishing activities, he is required to cancel ree 
payment of the loan made and to seek re
covery from the foreign nation involved. If. 
however, despite the fisherman's truthful 
sworn statement, the Secretary finds that the 
damage or destruction was caused by natural 
events (storms, waves, etc.), the non-interest 
bearing loan is to be converted into one with 
interest at a rate determined appropriate by 
the Secretary. In addition, if the fisherman is 
at fault because of negligence or intentional 
actions, the Secretary is to require the ime 
mediate repayment of the loan with inte-rest. 

Paragraph (4) directs and authorizes the 
Secretaries of State and Commerce, with the 
help of the Attorney General if need be, to 
seek recovery of damages from the foreign 
nation whose fishermen are found to be at 
fault. 

Paragraph (5) states that this amendment 
is retroactive to January 1, 1972. 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself, Mr. 
PERCY, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. JACKSON, 
Mr. CHILES, Mr. ROTH, and Mr. 
BROCK): 

S. 2195. A bill to establish a National 
Center for Productivity and Quality of 
Working Life; to provide for a review of 
the activities of all Federal agencies in
cluding implementation of all Federal 
laws, regulations, and policies which im
pede the productive performance and 
efficiency of the American economy; to 
encourage joint labor, industry, and Gov
ernment efforts to improve national pro
ductivity and the character of working 
conditions; to establish a Federal policy 
with respect to continued productivity 
growth and improved utilization of hu
man resources in the United States; and 
for other purposes. Referred to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

NATIONAL PRODUCTIVITY AND QUALITY OF 
WORKING LIFE ACT OF 197 5 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, today I in
troduce, together with Senators PERCY, 
JAVITS, JACKSON, CHILEs, RoTH, and 
BRocK, the National Productivity and 
Quality of Working Life Act of 1975. 

This bill has already been considered 
in detail by the Committee on Govern
ment Operations, which has ordered it 
to be introduced and reported on the 
same day. I will file a report on the bill 
later today. 

The bill is the product of extensive 
hearings held by the committee, and it 
combines many features of two bills 

which senator PERCY and I introduced 
earlier this year, S. 765 and S. 937, re· 
spectively. In addition, there were many 
contributions made by other members of 
the committee, especially by Senator 
JAVITS who has been interested in the 
subject matter of this legislation for a 
number of years. 

The committee also considered legis
lation which wa-s recommended by the 
Ford administration. That measure was 
introduced in the House of Representa
tives as H.R. 6078 but has not been in
troduced in the Senate. 

The committee's report on the bill, 
which I will file later today, explains the 
bill in detail. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2195 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "National Productiv
ity and Quality of Working Life Act of 1975". 

TITLE I-FINDINGS, PURPOSE, AND 
POLICY; DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 101. The Congress finds that-
(1) the rate of productivity growth in the 

United States has declined during four of the 
past six years; 

(2) the decline in the rate of productivity 
growth has contributed to inflation, to eco
nomic stagnation, and to increasing unem
ployment; 

(3) since 1965, the rate of productivity 
growth of the United States has been con
sistently lower than that of many industrial 
nations in the world, adversely affecting the 
competitive position of the United States in 
world markets; 

(4) growth in productivity of the economy 
of the United States is essential to the so
cial and economic welfare of the Amercan 
people, and to the health of the world econ
omy; 

(5) growing in the productivity of the Na
tion's economy is essentail to maintain and 
increase employment to stabilize the cost of 
living and to provide job security; 

(6) mounting worldwide materials short
ages and their consequent inflation results 
make increased efficiency in the utilization 
of these resources of urgent importance; 

(7) sharing the fruits of productivity gains 
awong labor, management, and owners may 
considerably influence productivity; 

(8) the continued development of joint 
labor-management efforts to provide a 
healthy environment for collective bargain
ing can make a significant contribution to 
improve productivity and foster industrial 
peace; 

(9) factors affecting the growth of produc
tivity in the economy include not only the 
status of technology and the techniques of 
management but also the role of the worker 
in the production process and the conditions 
of his working life; 

(10) there is a national need to identify 
and encourage appropriate application of 
capital in sectors of American economic ac
tivity in order to improve productivity; 

( 11) there is a national need to identify 
and encourage appropriate application of 
technology in all sectors of American eco
nomic activity in order to improve produc
tivity; 

(12) there is a national need to identify 
and encourage the development of social, eco
nomic, scientific, business, labor, and govern
mental contributions to improve productivity 
growth, and increased economic effectiveness 

in the public and private sectors of the 
United States; which objectives can best be 
accomplished through maximizing private 
sector and State and local development of 
such contributions; 

(13) there is a national need to identify, 
study, and revise or eliminate the laws, regu
lations, policies, and procedures which ad
versely affect productivity growth and the 
efficient functioning of the economy; 

(14) there is a national need to increase 
employment sec"Lrrity through such activities 
as manpower planning, skill-training andre
training of workers, internal work force ad
justments to avoid worker displacement, as
sistance to workers facing or experiencing 
displacement, and all other public and pri
vate programs which seek to minimize the 
human costs of productivity improvement, 
thereby diminishing resistance to workplace 
change and improving productivity growth; 

(15) there is a national need to develop 
new technologies for the more effective pro
duction of goods and services; 

(16) there is a national need to encourage 
and support efforts by qualified institutions 
of higher learning to identify and inaugurate 
programs which will improve productivity; 

(17) there is a national need to develop 
precise, standardized measurements of pro
ductivity; and 

(18) there is a national need to gather 
and disseminate information about methods 
and techniques to improve productivity. 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

SEc. 102. It is the purpose of this Act-
( 1) to establish a. national policy which 

will encourage productivity growth consist
ent with needs of the economy, the natural 
environment, and the needs, rights, and best 
interests of management, the work force, and 
consumer; and 

(2) to establish as an independent estab
lishment of the executive branch a National 
Center for Productivity and Quality of Work
ing Life to focus, coordinate, and promote 
efforts to Improve the rate of productivity 
growth. 

POLICY 

SEC. 103. (3) The Congress, recognizing 
the profound impact of productivity on the 
interrelations of all components of the na
tional economy, declares that it 1s the con
tinuing policy of the Federal Government, in 
cooperation with State and local govern
ments, to use all practicable means and 
measures, including financial and technical 
assistance, to stimulate a high rate of pro
ductivity growth. 

(b) It is the continuing responsibility of 
the Federal Government to use all prac
ticable means to improve and coordinate 
Federal plans, functions, programs, and re
sources to carry out the policy set forth in 
this Act. 

(c) The laws, rules, regulations, and poli
cies of the United States shall be so inter
preted as to give full force and effect to this 
policy. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 104. For the purposes of this Act
(1) the term "Center" means the National 

Center for Productivity and Quality of Work
ing Life; 

(2) the term "Board" means the Board of 
Directors of the Center: 

(3) the terms "productivity growth" and 
"improved productivity" shall be interpreted 
to include, but not be limited to, improve
ments ln technology, management tech
niques, and the quality of working life; and 

(4) the term "quality of working life" shall 
be interpreted to mean the conditions of 
work relating to the role of the worker in the 
production process. 
TITLE II-NATIONAL CENTER FOR PRO· 

DUCTIVITY AND QUALITY OF WORK
ING LIFE ESTABLISHED 
SEc. 201. There is hereby established as an 

independent establishment of the executive 
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branch of the Government the National Cen
ter for Productivity and Quality of Working 
Life. 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

SEc. 202. (a} The Center shall have a Board 
of Directors, to be comprised of not more 
than twenty-five members, as follows: 

( 1) a Chairman, appointed by the Presi
dent, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate; 

(2) the Secretary of the Treasury; 
(3) the Secretary of Commerce; 
(4) the Secretary of Labor; 
(5) the Director of the Federal Mediation 

and Conciliation Service; 
(6) the Executive Director of the Center; 
(7) not less than three members who shall 

be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, from 
among qualified private individuals in man
ufacturing and service industries; 

(8) not less than five members who shall 
be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, from 
among qualified private individua1s from 
labor orga.nlzations; 

(9) not less than two members who shall 
be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, from 
among qualified individuals in State or local 
governments; 

(10) not less than one member who shall 
be appointed by the President. by and with 
the advice and consent of the senate, from 
among the general public; 

( 11) not less than one member who shall 
be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the senate, from 
among qualified individuals associated with 
leading institutions of higher education; and 

( 12) such other qualified members from 
the public or private sectors whom the 
President may deem appropriate who sllall 
be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the senate. 
When unable to attend a meeting o! the 
Board, a member appointed under clauses 
(2), (3), (4), and (5) shall appoint an ap
propriate alternate from such member De
partment or agency to represent such mem
ber at that meeting. 

(b) (1) The members of the Board ap
pointed under clauses (7), (8), (9), (10), 
(11), and any private sector members ap
pointed pursuant to clause (12) of subsec
tion (a) shall be appointed for a four-year 
term coterminous with the term of the Pres
ident. Members other than members ap
pointed under such clauses, with the excep
tion of the Chairman, shall serve as long as 
such member is head of the department or 
agency represented on the Board. No person 
shall11erve as an aeting or temporary mem
ber in positions requiring Senate confirma
tion including that of Chairman, for a 
period in excess of three months. 

(2) The President shall appoint a Chair
man for a term of four years coterminous 
With the term of the President. In appointing 
a Chairman, the President may appoint an 
individual who is an officer of the United 
States. If that omcer has been appointed to 
his current position, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, or if such indi
vidual Is the Vice President of the United 
States, such individual may be appointed 
chairman by the President Witnout the re
quirement of confirmation by the Senate. 

(c) Any member appinted to fill a vacancy 
occurring before the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed for the remainder of that term. 

(d) (1) Each member of the Board ap
pointed under clauses (7), (8). (9). (10), 
(11), and any private sector mem.bers ap-
pointed pursuant to clause (12) ot subsec
tion (a) may be compensated at the dally 

rate provided for GS-18 of the General Sched
ule under section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code, including travel tl.me, for each 
day such member 1s engaged in the perform
ance of his duties as a member of the Board 
and shall be entitled to reimbursement for 
travel, subsistence, and other necessary ex
penses incurred in carrying out the functions 
of the Board. 

(2) Other members of the Board, with the 
exception of the Chairman, and the Exec
utive Director of the Center shall serve with
out additional compensation but shall be re
imbursed for travel, subsistence, and other 
necessary expenses incurred by them in car
rying out the functions of the Board. 

(3) The Chairman shall be compensated 
as set forth in paragraph ( 1) of this sub
section, except if the Chairman holds some 
other position in the Federal Government 
such individual shall be compensated as set 
forth in paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

(e) ( 1) The Chairman shall appoint an 
Executive Committee of the Board, not to ex
ceed seven members, including the executive 
director of the Center. 

(2) The Executive Committee of the Board 
shall meet at the call of the Chairman, but 
in no case less frequently than once every 
ninety days. 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; DFPUTY DIRECTOR 

SEc. 203. (a) The Center shall have an 
Executive Director, who shall be appointed 
by the President by and with the advice and 
consent of the .Senate, Without regard to 
political affilation and solely on the basis of 
:fitness to perform the duties and functions 
of the office. No person shall serve as act
ing or temporary Executive Director for a 
period in excess of three months. 

(b) The Executive Director shall appoint a 
Deputy Director, who shall perform such 
functions as the Executive Director may pre
scribe. The Deputy Director shall act for and 
exercise the powers of the Executive Director 
during the absence or disability of the Execu
tive Director. 

(c) The Executive Director shall be respon
sible for the exercise of all powers and the 
discharge of all duties o! the Center. The 
Executive Director shall have authority over 
and control of all of the staff of the Center 
and their activities. The Executive Director 
shall maintain budgets and allocate available 
funds as appropriate in carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 

(e) The Executive Director shall be com
pensated at a rate not to exceed that provided 
for Executive level IV under section 5315 of 
title 5 of the United States Code as deter
mined by the President, and shall have no 
other employment, public or private, during 
the tenure of his appointment. 

FUNCTIONS OF TEE CENTER 

SEc. 204. The Center shall-
1) develop and establish, in consultation 

with the appropriate committees of the Con
gress and with the appropriate departments 
and agencies of the executive branch, a na
tional policy for productivity growth in the 
public and private sectors of the United 
States consistent with the purposes of this 
Act: 

(2) seek, stimulate, and encourage maxi
mum active participation of-

(A) the private sector of the Nation's econ
omy, including labor organizations, associa
tions and confederations, business enterprises 
and associations, institutions of higher edu
cation, foundations and other phllanthropio 
organizations and research centers and in
stitutes; and 

(B) the public sector of the Nation's econ
omy, including Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments and agencies thereof, including in
stitutions of higher education. 

in efforts to improve the rate of productivity 
growth in all sectors of the Nation's economy; 

(3) seek, stimulate, and encourage maxi
mum active participation of the public agen
cies and private organizations identified in 
clause (2) of this section through ldenti:fica
tion and encouragement of selected research 
and demonstration programs implemented by 
public agencies and qualified private orga
nizations which will-

( A) increase the rate of productivity 
growth in the public and private sectors 
of the National economy through improved 
and innovative utilization of technological 
and human resources; and 

(B) develop, refine, and apply accurate 
and reliable measurement techniques to 
evaluate changes in productivity; 

(4) to identify, study, and review-
(A) existing Federal, State, and local stat

utes, regulations, and fiscal policies which 
adversely affect productivity growth or the 
economic performance of the public and 
private sectors of the United States; 

(B) incentives to encourage industry and 
labor initiatives in the development of meth
ods, techniques, and systems for the im
proved utilization of technological and hu
man resources In the public and private 
sectors; 

(C) eXisting and new programs, plans, and 
other methods, including advanced warning 
systems, retralning programs, retirement and 
separation programs, designed to counteract 
threats to job security which may result from 
efforts to improve productivity; 

(D) jointly, with the Civil Service Com
miSSion, the impact o! Federal personnel 
policies. statutes, and regulations affecting 
the productivity of Federal agencies and the 
quality of working life of Federal employees; 
and 

(E) the need and feasibility of providing, 
directly to potential users, public or private, 
various Center servic~s in return for pay
ment to the Center, and methods by which 
charges for such services will be established; 

(5) recommend to the President, the Con
gress, the appropriate agencies and depart
ments of the Federal Government, and State 
and local governments. any legislation, re
visions of regulations, policies, practices, and 
procedures which result from the activities 
carried out under clause ( 4) of this section; 

(6) encourage, support, and initiate ef
forts in the public and private sector specif
ically designed to improve cooperation 'be
tween labor and management in the achieve
ment of continued productivity growth: 
Provided, however, That no activities of the 
Center involving consideration of Issues in
cluded in labor-management agreements 
shall be undertaken Without the consent and 
cooperation of the parties to that agreement; 

(7) encourage departments and agencies 
of the Federal Government to initiate, stim
ulate, and support efforts in both the public 
and private sectors of the United States to 
improve the rate of productivity growth; 

(8) coordinate all activities referred to in 
subsection (7) of this section in order to 
eliminate interagency dupUcatl.on of effort 
and cost, to insure that Center activities 
will not unnecessarily confiict or overlap 
with such other activities, and to maximize 
the effectiveness of all such Federal pro
grams and activities; 

(9) coordinate and consult With the de
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov
ernment in the obligation and expenditure 
of funds for activities and projects in both 
the public and private sectors to improve 
productivity growth; 

(10) identify, develop, and support actlvl
tles, programs. systems, and techniques in 
the various departments and agencies of the 
Federal Government for measuring produc-
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tivity growth within such departments and 
agencies; 

( 11) collect and disseminate relevant in· 
formation obtained by the Center or other 
public agencies institutions of higher edu· 
cation, or private organizations en?aged in 
projects under this Act, including mforma· 
tion related to new or improved methods, 
systems, technological developments •. equip
ment, and devices to improve and stimulate 
productivity growth, and to develop and 
implement a public information program 
designed to inform the public of the mean
ing and importance of productivity, and 
productivity growth; 

(12) encourage and coordinate the efforts 
of State and local governments, and insti
tutions of higher education, to improve pro-
ductivity; . . 

( 13) maintain liaison with orgamzatwns, 
both domestic and foreign, involved in ef
forts to improve productivity; and 

(14) determine the Nation's needs for pro
ductivity-related management and analyt
ical skills and to encourage and facilitate 
the development of training programs in 
such skills. 

POWERS 

SEc. 205. In carrying out its functions, the 
Center is authorized-

( I) to enter into contracts or other fund
ing arrangements, or modifications thereof, 
in order to carry out the provisions of this 
Act· 

(2) to organize and conduct, directly .bY 
contract or other funding arrangements Wlth 
other public agencies or private organiza
tions, conferences, meetings, seminars, 
workshops, or other forums for the presen
tation and dissemination of relevant infor
mation generated or collected pursuant to 
the provisions of this Act; 

(3) to make such studies and recommenda
tions to the President and to Congress as 
may be necessary to carry out the functions 
of the Center; 

(4) to implement a program a.nd secure 
necessary facilities for the collect10n, colla· 
tion, analysis, and interpretation of data and 
information as required in order to carry out 
the public information functions under this 
Act; and 

(5) to undertake such other studies, re
views, activities, and to make such recom
mendations and reports as may be required 
to carry out the functions of the Center. 

CONTRACTS AND OTHER FUNDING ARRANGE• 
MENTS--cONDITIONS 

SEC. 206. (a) No contracts or other funding 
arrangements may be entered into under this 
Actunless-

(1) such contracts or other funding ar· 
rangements will be consistent with the pol
icies and purposes of this Act and of poten
tial benefit to other users in the public or 
private sectors; 

(2) provisions are made to evaluate the 
demonstration program and maintain im
provement data, such evaluation either to be 
implemented by the participating parties in 
accordance with specifications established by 
the Center, or to be implemented by or on 
behalf of the Center; and 

(3) the participating parties agree that all 
information relating to any innovation or 
achievement generated in the course of any 
Center-funded demonstration program shall 
be public information. 

(b) No contract or other funding arrange
ment shall be made or entered into pursuant 
to the provisions of this Act for a period of 
more than three years. 

(c) Any non-Federal share of a project 
may be ln cash or in kl"ld, fairly evaluated, 
including, but not limited to, plant, equip· 
ment, or services. 

CONTRACT AND OTHER FUNDING A.'l.RANGE
MENTS--cRITERIA 

SEC. 207. (a) The Center shall prescribe by 
regulation, after consultation with appropri
ate agencies and officials of Federal, State, 
and local governments, basic criteria for the 
participating parties under this Act. 

(b) If the Center determines, on the basis 
of information available to it during any 
fiscal year, that a portion of the funds pro
vided to a participating party for that fiscal 
year will not be required by the party or will 
become available by virtue of the application 
of regulations established by the Center to 
govern noncompliance by a participating 
party, that portion shall be available for re
allocation under this section. 

(c) The Center shall by regulation pre
scribe the basic criteria for determination 
of noncompliance by participating parties in
cluding appropriate provisions for notice and 
hearing with respect to such determination. 

ANNUAL REPORT 

SEc. 208. (a) No later than December 31 of 
each year, the Center shall report to the 
President and to the Congress on activities 
pursuant to the provision of this title dur
ing the preceding fiscal year; such reports 
shall include a detailed statement of all 
public and private funds received and ex
pended together with such recommenda
tions as the Center deems appropriate. Such 
report shall include an analysis of the extent 
to which each agency of the Federal Govern
ment which has significant responsibllities 
for assisting in the improvement of pro
ductivity is carrying out such responsibllities 
consistent with the provisions of this Act, 
including (A) an accounting of all funds 
expended or obligated by such agencies for 
activities and projects to improve produc
tivity growth, (B) an assessment of the ex
tent to which such expenditures or obliga
tions have furthered the policies of the Cen
ter, and (C) the Center's recommendations 
on how these expenditures and obligations 
can be better coordinated to accomplish the 
purposes of this Act. 

(b) Each report required to be submitted 
to the Congress by this Act shall be referred 
to the standing committee or committees 
having jurisdiction over any part of the sub
ject matter of the report. 
TITLE III-FEDERAL AGENCY COORDI

NATION AND LIAISON WITH CENTER 
SEc. 301. (a) Each department, agency, and 

independent establishment of the Federal 
Government shall designate a qualified in
dividual to serve as llaison with the Center 
and to ass.ist the Center in carrying out its 
functions pursuant to this Act. 

(b) Each department, agency, and inde
pendent establishment of the Federal Gov
ernment shall keep the Center currently in· 
formed of its programs, policies, and initia
tives to improve productivity which relate 
to the responsibilities of the Center, and 
shall consult with the Center prior to the 
obligation or expenditure of funds for activi
ties or projects to improve productivity 
growth. 

(c) Each Federal department, agency, and 
independent establishment of the Federal 
Government is authorized and directed to 
furnish or allow .access to all relevant ma
terials and information required by the Cen
ter to carry out its functions under this 
Act. 

INTERNAL REVmW 

SEc. 302. Each department, agency, and 
independent establishment of the Federal 
Government, in coordination with the Cen
ter, shall study and review the promulgation 
and implementation of its statutory author
ity, policies. and regulations, and shall1den· 
tify such statutes, pollcies, and regulations 

which adversely affect productivity growth in 
the public or private sectors of the United 
States, or those which impede the efficient 
functioning of the Nation's economy, and 
shall recommend to the President and the 
Congress, or implement where appropriate, 
alternative statutes, policies, and regulations 
which will contribute to the achievement o! 
the purposes of this Act. 

SUPPORT OF EXTERNAL ACTIVITmS 

SEc. 303. Each department, agency, and in
dependent establishment of the Federal Gov
ernment, in coordination with the Center, 
shall, to the extent appropriate make avail
able to State and local governments, labor 
organizations, industry, public institutions, 
and other qualified organizations advice, in
formation, and support, including financial 
and other assistance, designed to maintain, 
promote, and enhance sustained productiv
ity growth in the public and private sectors 
of the United States. 

INTERNAL PRODUCTIVITY 

SEc. 304. Each department, agency, and 
independent establishment of the Federal 
Government shall identify, develop, initiate, 
and support appropriate programs, systems, 
procedures, policies, and techniques to im
prove the productivity of such departments 
and agencies, including the implementation, 
where desirable, of specific programs recom
mended, supported, or implemented by the 
Center. 

EFFECT ON PRIOR PROVISIONS 

SEc. 305. Nothing in this title affects any 
specific statutory obligation of any Federal 
agency (1) to coordinate or consult with any 
other Federal or State agency or (2) to act, 
or to refrain from acting, contingent upon 
the recommendations or certification of any 
other Federal or State agency. 
TITLE IV-ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEc. 401. The Executive Director is author
ized to-

( 1) prescribe such regulations as are 
deemed necessary to carry out the purposes 
o! this Act; 

(2) receive money and other property do
nated, bequeathed, or devised, or remitted 
in payment for services rendered, without 
condition or restriction other than that it be 
for the purposes of the Center; 

(3) receive (and use, sell, or otherwise dis
pose of, in accordance with clause (2)) 
money or other property donated, be
queathed, or devised to the Center, except for 
such money and other property which in
cludes a condition that the Center use other 
funds of the Center for the purpose of the 
gift, in which case two-thirds of the members 
of the Board of the Center must approve sucb 
donations; 

(4) appoint and fix the compensation of 
such personnel as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of the Act in accordance 
with the provisions of title 5, United States 
Code, governing appointments in the com
petitive service, and the provisions of chapter 
51 and subchapter m of chapter 53 of such 
title relating to classification and General 
Schedule pay rates; 

( 5) obtain the services of experts and 
consultants in accordance with the provi. 
sions of section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code, at rates for individuals not to exceed 
the maximum daily rate prescribed for Gs-18 
under section 5332 of title 5, United States 
Code; 

(6) accept and utilize the services of vol
untary and noncompensated personnel and 
reimburse them for travel expenses, includ
ing per diem as authorized by section 5703 
of title 5, United States Code; 

(7) utilize, on a reimbursable or non
reimbursable basis the services, equipment, 
personnel. anll facUlties of any other depart
ment or agency {)f the United States; 
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(8) establish one or more task forces to 

assist and advise the Center, composed or 
individuals who, by reason of experience, 
are qualified for such service. Each member 
of any such task force who is not an officer 
or employee of the Federal Government may 
receive an amount not to exceed the maxi
mum daily rate prescribed for GS-18 under 
section 5332 of title 5, United States Code, 
for each day such individual is engaged 
in the actual performance of duties (includ
ing traveltime) as a member of such a task 
force. Members may be reimbursed for travel, 
subsistence, and necessary expenses incurred 
in the performance of their duties; and 

(9) make advances, progress, and other 
payments deemed necessary under this Act 
without regard to the provisions of section 
3648 of the Revised Statutes, as amended 
(21 u.s.c. 529). 

TITLE V-EVALUA'TION BY THE 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

SEc. 501. (a) The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall audit, review, and 
evaluate the implementation of t he provi
sions of this Act by the Center. 

(b) Not less than thirty months nor 
more than thirty-six months after the 
effective date of this Act, the Comptroller 
General shall prepare and submit to the 
Congress a report on his audit conducted 
pursuant to subsection (a), which shall 
contain, but not be limited to, the following: 

( 1) an evaluation of t he effectiveness of the 
Center's activities; 

(2) an evaluation of the effect of the ac
tivities of the Center on the efficiency, and 
effectiveness, of affected Federal agencies in 
carrying out their assigned functions and 
duties under this Act; and 

(3) recommendations concerning any leg
islation he deems necessary, and the reasons 
therefor, for improving the implementation 
of the objectives of this Act as set forth in 
section 102. 

TITLE VI-REPEAL AND TRANSFER 
REPEAL OF PUBLIC LAWS 92-210 AND 93-311 

SEc. 601. Section 4 of Public Law 92-210, 
and Public Law 93-311, relating to the Na
tional Commission on Productivit y and Work 
Quality, are repealed. 

TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS AND STAFF 

SEc. 602. (a) The functions and staff of 
the National Commission on Productivity 
and Work Quality are hereby transferred to 
the Center. 

(b) All property, records, and contracts as 
are determined by the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget to be employed, 
held, or used primarily in connection with 
any function transferred by subsection (a) 
are transferred to the Center. 

TITLE VII-AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 701. There are authorized to be ap
propriated to carry out the purposes of this 
Act, not to exceed $6,250,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1976, and the subsequent 
transition period ending September 30, 1976; 
not to exceed $5,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1977; and not to ex• 
ceed $5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1978. Funds appropriated for 
any fiscal year shall remain available for 
ol',J.igation until expended. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I take a 
great deal of satisfaction in the report
ing yesterday of legislation from the 
Government Operations Committee to 
create a National Center for Productiv
ity and Quality of Working ~ife. I ta~e 
pleasure both in the substantive sense m 
that the legislation we are reporting will 
hopefully lead to improvements in pro-

ductivity both in the private sector and 
within the Federal Government itself, 
and I also take pleasure in that the work 
on this bill has been a thoroughly bi
partisan effort. I would particularly like 
to compliment Senator NuNN who has 
been a moving force in creating this bill 
and with whom I have enjoyed working 
closely these last few months to get a bill 
that will accomplish the goal of increas
ing productivity in the American econ
omy. 

Senator J AVITS is also to be compli
mented for his continuing interest in 
productivity and for his major contri
butions to this legislation. He has been 
a leader in the Senate for m ::my years in 
the field of productivity and we would 
not be where we are today were it not 
for him. 

My interest in productivity has been 
life-long, going all the way through my 
working life in the private sector and 
continuing into my work in the Senate. 
In Novemb~r 1971, I offered an amend
ment to the Economic Stabilization Act 
to exempt from wage controls any wage 
increases that were tied directly to pro
ductivity increases. This later became 
law and was a reaffirmation of my belief 
that productivity not only benefits man
agement but benefits labor as well. 

I have followed closely the work of the 
National Commission on Productivity 
and have worked actively in helping to 
frame the new legislation before the Sen
ate now to create a National Center for 
Productivity and Quality of Working 
Life. Earlier this year I introduced S. 765 
to create the new National Center, which, 
along with Senator NuNN's bill, S. 937, 
has been the basis of the new bill the 
Government Operations Committee has 
reported to the Senate. 

The bill and report filed yesterday will 
give the details and the rationale behind 
what the Government Operations Com
mittee is trying to accomplish in the field 
of productivity but I would like to point 
out a few highlights. 

This legislation sets up a National 
Center for Productivity and Quality of 
Working Life to replace the current Na
tional Commission on Productivity and 
Work Quality. This should give increased 
emphasis at the Federal Government 
level to the concept of productivity 
growth. A 25-member board is created 
with a seven-member executive commit
tee to be a more active body. 

The center is to help establish a na
tional policy on productivity to support 
research in this regard, to coordinate 
Federal agency activities in this area-in 
general to be the major Federal actor in 
trying to improve productivity in the 
private sector and in the Federal Gov
ernment itself. Other agencies are to 
keep the center informed of their effo1·ts 
in this field-both efforts they fund on 
the outside and efforts they undertake 
within their own agencies to improve 
productivity. 

The committee does not perceiv.e pro
ductivity as a sterile term related only to 
input and output and rather wants the 
center to study all the aspects and ele
ments that make up the term produc
tivity. 

I can see many ways of achieving pro
ductivity growth and hope that the Na
tional Center will be studying all of 
these. Productivity can be improved by 
improving the quality of the life the 
worker leads in his workplace. This would 
include improvements in working condi
tions, increased job security, opportuni
ties for challenge, growth, and personal 
development of the worker, participation 
in decisions affecting the performance 
and structure of work and equitable 
sharing in the economy gains of in
creased productivity. 

It means increasing employment secu
r ity through such activities as manpower 
planning, skill-training and retraining 
of worke1·s, internal workforce adjust
ments to avoid work displacement, as
sistance to workers facing or experi
encing displacement, and all other pub
lic and private programs which seek to 
minimize the human costs of produc
tivity improvement, thereby dimnishing 
resistance to workplace change. 

In general it means improvement and 
advancement in the opportunity and 
right of every American worker to enjoy 
economic, physical, social, and psycho
logical well-being which may result from 
changes in the structure and conditions 
of work and work organizations. 

The American worker today is becom
ing ever better educated, more mobile, 
more interested in making his life's work 
challenging and meaningful. Jobs have 
to become more interesting and the con
ditions under which the American work
er labors more bearable. 

I feel that a large part of productivity 
growth comes from improvements in the 
quality of life of those producing goods 
and services. I would hope that no one 
would espouse the view that as we strive 
to increase productivity we should not 
also be trying to improve the working 
conditions of the worker in America 
today. 

The great thing is, if we improve the 
working conditions or quality of life of 
the worker, he will become more produc
tive. 

Mr. President, I feel all of us should 
commit ourselves to the goal of im
proving productivity in America. We in 
the Congress, labor, management, all of 
us should not just be involved but we 
should be committed to this goal. The bill 
and report filed yesterday go a long way 
toward establishing the role of Congress 
as an active participant in this process 
of improving productivity in the United 
States. 

By Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.: 
S. 2196. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that 
certain Government publications, in
cluding the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
received by Members of Congress, shall 
not be treated as capital assets, thereby 
denying a deduction for contlibutions of 
such publications. Referred to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Washington Star today reports 
that under a ruling issued by the In
ternal Revenue Service a Member of the 
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U.S. Congress can take a charitable de
duction, for Federal income tax pur
pose, for donating accumula~ed copies of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Under the present tax code, this chari
table deduction is proper if the donated 
property is a capital asset. And accumu
lated copies of the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD, according toms, constitute such as
set. 

The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is a public 
document printed at taxpayers expense 
and large numbers of copies are avail
able to Members of the Congress. 

There is no logical reason, in my view, 
why a Member of Congress should be al
lowed a tax deduction for contributing 
such public document to a charitable 
organization. 

To correct this result, I am introduc
ing legislation to amend section 1221 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point the 
legislation I am introducing-which I 
ask be printed and referred-and the 
Washington Star article by Michael Sat
chell. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
articles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2196 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 1221 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 (relating to definition of capital asset) 
is amended by-

( 1) striking out "or" at the end of para
graph (4), 

(2) striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph ( 5) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"; or", and 

( 3) adding after paragraph ( 5) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(6) a publication of the United States 
Government (including the Congressional 
Record) which is received from the United 
States Government or any agency thereof, 
other than by purchase at the price for which 
it is offered for sale to the public, and which 
is held by-

"(A) a taxpayer who so received such pub
lication, or 

" (B) a taxpayer In whose hands the basis 
of such publication is determined, for pur
poses of determining gain from a sale or ex
change, in whole or In part by reference to 
the basis of such publication in the hands of 
a taxpayer described in subparagraph (A).". 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall take effect on July 28, 1975, and 
shall apply with respect to sales, exchanges, 
and contributions made on or after such 
date. 

A TAX BREAK WITH T HE CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD 

(By Michael Satchell) 
The practice of a number of congressmen 

of donating accumulated copies of the Con
gressionru Record to institutions and then 
claiming charitable deductions on their tax 
returns ha.s been revealed as a result of an 
obscure tax ruling recently issued by the 
Internal Revenue Service. 

This congressional perquisite, financed by 
the taxpayer, has been confirmed as perfectly 
legal by the IRS. 

It does not conflict with the 1969 Tax Re
form Act which nullified President Richard 
M. Nixon's attempt to deduct a hal!-mtllton 
dollars for the gift of his vice presidential 

papers-and which earned bandleader Skttch 
Henderson a six-months jail term and $10,000 
fine when he backdated a gift on music writ
ings supposedly worth $350,000 to the Univer
sity of Wisconsin. 

Unlike the Nixon papers and the Hender
son music scores, the accumulated verbatim 
transcripts of congressional proceedings 
which make up the Congressional Record are 
not considered by IRS to be "literary com
positions, letters or memoranda or similar 
property." 

This means that the attic storage areas of 
the House and Senate office buildings are a 
veritable Aladdins Cave of tax deductions, 
because that's where the tons and tons of 
accumulated Records end up, largely unread 
and gathering dust. 

Writing off charitable contributions of the 
Congressional Record may be legal, but is it 
ethical? Sen. Mark Hatfield, R-Ore., a man 
noted for his fiscal probity and squeaky-clean 
personal behavior, thinks not. Said Hatfield: 
"I suppose, in a sense, they become your per
sonal property. But the practice certainly 
raises a question of ethics and anyone who 
does it would be politically vulnerable." 

The IRS ruling was issued following a 
query from an unnamed member of Congress 
who had a load of bound copies of the Record 
and wanted to be sure it was legal to donate 
them and take a charity deduction. It also 
brought to light details of a largely unknown 
practice by the Government Printing Office of 
providing Congress with bound copies of the 
Record, which costs the taxpayer about $2 
million a year, according to a GPO spokes
man. 

The Congressional Record is delivered daily 
to lawmakers on Capitol Hill. But at the end 
of each legislative session, the GPO, for rea
sons only it knows, puts together the Records 
from that session into a 30-volume set, binds 
them in red cloth binders with fancy gold 
script lettering and presents sets to congress
men. 

Each set, according to GPO figures, weighs 
in at 225 pounds and takes up 6 feet of shelf 
space. Senators get five complete sets each, 
which adds up to 30 feet of shelf and 1,125 
pounds of paper. House members receive 
three sets each, or 675 pounds worth. Clerks, 
sergeants-at-arms and doorkeepers rate two 
sets. 

The GPO is three years behind in its bill
ing and could not provide an exact cost of 
this program for the 1975 fiscal year. The 
latest year for which figures were available 
was 1972, and the taxpayers spent $1,703,298 
that year to bind up these issues of the Rec
ord and present them to members of Con
gress, some of whom would then apparently 
give them away to reap a tax break. Today, 
with printing costs having escalated far be
yond the 1972 prices, the cost to the taxpayer 
would be well over $2 million. 

Staffers in several congressional offices con
firmed that the sets of Records were simply 
dumped up in the attic because there was 
no use for them. Then why the program? 

"Hell, I don't know why GPO does it or 
why the members need that many sets" al
lowed Denver Dickerson, staff director of the 
Joint Committee on Printing. "It's just a tra
dition. Members get a lot of stuff they don't 
want, stuff that's useless to them. 

"And these sets take up a lot of space. 
They still do things around here like they 
did in 1897. They're probably still sending 
some to William Jennings Bryan. There is a 
lot of waste and we're trying to stop it." 

Many unanswered questions remain over 
the tax breaks gained from giving away the 
Congressional Records. IRS, for example, said 
it had no ldea how many members of Con
gress had written off gifts of Records nor how 
long it had been happening. "It's safe to 
assume it's been going on for awhile," a 

spokesman said. "After all, it's legal and 
we've just confirmed that." 

Still to be decided by IRS is whether the 
donor must list as income the cash value of 
the Records, and there is difficulty here be
cause their value has yet to be definitively 
determined. 

By Mr. STEVENSON: 
S. 2197. A bill to extend the Emer

gency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 
for 90 days. Referred to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, the 
President has asked the Congress to ap
prove a 39-month decontrol program for 
all domestic oil prices. The Congress has 
5 days to act before the August recess, 
and the Emergency Allocation Act ex
pires on August 31. 

If the Congress accepts this program, 
it will be with no assurance of signifi
cantly increased energy conservation or 
energy supplies-and every assurance of 
more inflation, recession and unemploy
ment. 

If the Congress rejects the program, 
the President may veto any extension 
of the Emergency Petroleum Allocation 
Act of 1973. He has said he would do so. 
Controls would then come off all domes
tic oil on August 31 on the eve of another 
OPEC price increase. 

I am, therefore, proposing an alterna
tive cow·se of action that will give both 
the President and the Congress parts of 
what they want and protect the econ
omy from runaway energy prices while 
we take a little more time to prepare a 
comprehensive energy pricing policy. 

I am introducing a bill to extend the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act for 
90 days and implement the first 90 days 
of the President's decontrol program. 

If the President vetoes such an exten
sion, he will be vetoing the first phase of 
his own program. 

If he accepts it, the Congress will have 
an additional 90 days to consider long
range alternatives to the President's 39-
month program. Enactment of such a 
90-day extension would avoid a show
down between the President and Con
gress which could result in economic 
chaos by Christmas. 

During this 90 days the wellhead cost 
of domestic oil would decline and pro
vide some relief from inflationary energy 
prices. With decontrol of "old" oil at the 
slow rate of 1% percent per month, oil 
costs would increase during the 90 days 
by $95 million. But "new" oil would be 
rolled back from an average of $13 to 
$11.50 per barrel, decreasing oil costs 
$400 million, for a net decrease of about 
$300 million during the 90-day period. 

If this 90-day extension of the Alloca
tion Act is adopted, it will put in place 
the first phase of the President's pro
gram, save the economy from immediate 
decontrol on August 31, roll back oil 
prices between now and December 1, and 
allow for a more deliberate approach to 
long-range energy pricing. 

It is in a spirit of compromise that this 
bill is offered and with the earnest hope 
that the country can be spared the con
sequences of a continued confrontation 
between the Congress and the President. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2197 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "90 day Extension 
of the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act 
of 1973," 

SEc. 2. Section 4(g) of the Emergency 
Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 is amend
ed by striking out "August 31, 1975" each 
place it appears in paragraph (1) and in
serting in lieu thereof "November 30, 1975." 

SEc. 3. Section 4 of the Emergency Petro
leum Allocation Act of 1973 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(h) (1) To become effective on Septem
ber 1, 1975, the President shall amend the 
regulation under subsection (a) as follows: 

(A) The ceiling price for the first sales 
of old oil during any month under such reg
ulation shall be $5.25. 

(B) The ceiling price for the first sales 
of new oil during any month under such reg
ulations shall be $11.50 per barrel plus an 
amount equal to .05 per barrel multiplied 
by the number of months beginning with 
October, 1975 through November, 1975. 

(2) As used in this subsection: 
(A) The term "old oil" means that num

ber of barrels of domestic crude petroleum 
produced during a specific month from 
owned or leased property which is equal to 
the r umber of barrels of domestic crude 
petroleum produced during the same month 
in 1972, less any related decontrolled old 
crude petroleum. 

(B) The term "decontrolled old crude 
petroleum" means, with respect to a specific 
property, the total number of barrels of old 
crude petroleum produced and sold in the 
current month in excess of the adjusted de
control base production level. The current 
cumulative deficiency in adjusted decontrol 
base production level is the total number of 
barrels by which production a.nd sale of crude 
petroleum has been less than the adjusted 
decontrol base production level, for all 
months in which production and sale of 
crude petroleum has been less than adjusted 
decontrol base production leveJ subsequent 
to the first month in which decontrolled old 
crude petroleum was produced and sold, mi
nus the total number of barrels of old crude 
petroleum produced and sold in each prior 
month which was in excess of the adjusted 
decontrol base production level fo:t," that 
month, but which was not classified as de
controlled old crude petroleum because of 
this requirement to reduce the amount o"f 
decontrolled old crude petroleum in each 
month by the e.mount of the current cum
ulative deficiency in the adjustett decontrol 
base production level. 

(C) The term "decontrol base production 
level" means the total number of barrels of 
old crude petroleum produced and sold from 
t~e property concerned during the three cal
endar months ending June 30, 1975, divided 
by three. The decontrol base production level 
for each property shall be based upon each 
well on that property having been main
tained at the maximum feasible rate of pro
duction during the three calendar months 
ending June 30, 1975, in accordance with 
recognized conservation practices, and not 
significantly curtailed by reason of me
chanical failure or other disruption in pro
duction. In a case where the property con-
cerned was not so maintained, the FEA may 
.assign a decontrol base production level 
which fairly represents the production level 
which would have been attained if that prop
erty had been so maintained. 

(D) The term "adjusted decontrol base 
production level" means the decontrol base 
production level, less 1.5 percent of the de
control base production level for that prop
erty multiplied by the number of months 
beginning with September, 1975, through 
November, 1975. 

(E) The term "new oil" means the total 
number of barrels of domestic crude petro
leum produced from leased or owned prop
erty in a specific month less the "old oil" 
production level for that month. 

By Mr. GARN (for himself Mr. 
LAXALT, Mr CURTIS, Mr. THUR
MOND, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. HRUSKA, 
and Mr. HELMS) : 

S. 2198. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to r-epeal provi
sions relating to State and local em
ployees. Referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing legislation to repeal the sec
tion of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1974 which extends to State and local 
governments Federal regulation of over
time, minimum wage, and other condi
tions of employment. 

A challenge to the constitutionality of 
this act as it applies to State and munici
pal governments is presently pending be
fore the U.S. Supreme Court in National 
League of Cities et al. against John T. 
Dunlop, Secretary of Labor. Listed as 
plaintiffs and appellants in this suit are: 
The National League of Cities, the Na
tional Governors Conference and 19 
States, including the States of: Arizona, 
Delaware, Indiana, Iowa, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Mississippi, Missouri, 
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hamp
shire, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Caro
lina, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, and 
Wyoming. 

Also joining as applicants in the case 
are the governments of Nashville, Tenn.; 
Salt Lake City, Utah; Lompoc, calif.; 
and Cape Girardeau, Mo. Alabama and 
Colorado, two of the four State govern
ments that initially supported amicus 
curiae briefs opposing the position taken 
by the above States have asked to have 
their participation withdrawn. 

Enforcement of the section of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act Amendments of 
1974 as they apply to State and local 
governments has been stayed by the 
U.S. Supreme Court following an order 
issued December of 1974. Oral argument 
of the case was heard on April 16, 1975, 
and subsequently the Court announced 
that it is deferring its decision until next 

· term, after additional argument is heard. 
- The principal question before the 
Court is whether the personnel practices 
-of State and political subdivisions of gov
ernment affect commerce among the 
States to the extent which confers con
stitutional power under the commerce 
clause of the Constitution upon the Fed
eral Government to regulate wages, 
hours, and other terms and conditions 
of employment for all State and city 
employees. I happen to be of the opinion 
that it would require a much greater im
pact on commerce before the lOth 
amendment is superseded by the com
merce clause and the commerce clause 
imposed in the form of Federal preem
tion of control ove1· the hours, wages, and 
other terms and conditions of employ-

ment of nonsupervisory State and local 
government employees. But, this question 
is one for the Court to resolve. 

However, even if the Court should de
termine that the act is constitutional, 
there would still remain a critical need 
to repeal the section of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act Amendment of 1974 ex
tending its coverage to State and city 
governments. We all know that Congress 
is not obligated to exercise every right or 
power granted to it by the Constitution 
and certainly it should not. Particularly 
with respect to questions which involve 
the relationship of Federal laws to State 
and local laws, Congress should exercise 
the greatest restraint. Congress should 
only supersede State governments when 
the need is urgent and truly compelling. 
The present circumstance of State and 
municipal governments is far from meet
ing this test and Congress, no matter 
what the outcome of the Court decision, 
should repeal this legislation. 

Congress failed to recognize the very 
substantial fiscal and nonfiscal impact 
of this act on city and State governments 
when it passed the Fair Labor Standards 
Act Amendments of 1974. Our cities and 
States have been hard hit by the present 
economic crisis. They are in dire finan
cial straits. A great deal of testimony has 
been taken which outlines how the appli
cation of this act in this time of reces
sion and inflation could easily spell 
bankruptcy for many of these govern
ments. We have all recently witnessed 
the problems of New York City. Yet New 
York City may not be the only city 
stamped "Fear City." Cities and States, 
in order to comply with this act and at 
the same time meet the requirements of 
their budgets, will have to lay off even· 
more public employees than the thou
sands of employees who have already 
lost their jobs. Newark, N.J., might in
deed become "Fear City Newark" and 
Los Angeles "Fear City Los Angeles." 

By repealing this legislation now, Con
gress can give back to local governments 
the tools they desperately need to plan 
ahead-and to rationalize their operatio~ . 
so that their fiscal integrity might be 
restored. Because of the urgent need f01: 
this legislation and because of its impor
tance to viable State and local govern
ments, I am introducing this bill with the 
hope that it might be given priority con
sideration. 

The following abstract outlines in 
more detail the reasons why I believe 
State and municipal governments should 
not be included under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act: 

ECONOMIC IMPACT ON STATES AND 

MUNICIPAL~TIES 

.The extension of the FLSA to State 
and local government employees will add 
an enormous burden to overtaxed local 
and State revenue systems. Cities will be 
forced to reduce municipal services and 
layoff emplqyees at a time when unem
ployment is a serious national problem. 

State and local government operations 
are distinctly different from private en
terprise. Yet Congress has now required 
State and city· governments to follow 
awkward and unreasonable regulations 
designed for use by private business. 

Congress, in· passing the amendments 
of 1974, also apparently assumed that 
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the economic impact of the FLSA on pl·i
vate enterprise would be equivalent to 
that on local government. But it simply 
is not. For example, the city '"price" 
structure has no counterpart in private 
enterprise. The demands upon munici
pal resources are enormous, but munici
pal taxing powers are, for the most part, 
limited by the State and confined tore
gressive and unfair taxes such as the 
property tax. The response by private 
business to the application of the FLSA 
probably took three directions: First, a 
few businesses closed because of failure 
to absorb the increased labor costs; sec
ond, many businesses changed their 
capital-labor mix and became capita~ in
tensive; and third, increased labor costs 
were passed on to the consumer in the · 
form of higher prices. 

The structure of the municipal gov
ernment obviously precludes it from re
sponding in a similar manner. Munici
pal governments provide services which 
are primarily labor intensive. Approxi
mately 80 to 85 percent of each city 
budget is made up of personnel costs 
such as those for police, fire, and recrea
tion services. Local government, unable 
to utilize solutions available to private 
enterprise, will find it difficult, if not im
possible, to pass their increased labor 
costs on as increased taxes. The current 
fiscal crisis of our cities has gained such 
proportions that for many cities there 
is no practical or legal manner to raise 
taxes. The only route remaining to meet 
increased cost is tO eliminate jobs ahd 
cw~ail government service levels or beg 
from the Congress for additional billions. 

The following activities and practices 
are just some examples of the adminis
t rative disruptions and fiscal dislocation 
the imposition of the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act will have on State and local 
governments: 

First. Many cities have negotiated 
contracts that include the use of com
pensatory ''time off" as a method of 
payment. Since the FLSA disallows the 
use of "comp-time" over 40 hours, any 
such agreements will, in effect, be illegal. 

Second. Many cities use schedules 
which are shorter or longer than 7 days 
for employees, primarily those working 
in essential services such as civilian fire 
and police dispatchers, waterplant oper
ators, streetsweepers, zoo keepers, bridge 
tenders, trash collectors. These schedules 
are normally arranged for the mutual 
convenience of employer and employee. 
However, under the act such flexible 
scheduling must give way to more rigid 
arrangements. 

Third. The FLSA requires payment of 
the minimum wage if any payment is 
made at all. Many cities have provided 
various services such as child care center 
and recreation workers, school crossing 
guards, citizen participants in Model 
Cities programs, ''Meals on Wheels" vol
unt eers, et cetera, to whom they paid a 
stipend for volunteering services. It is 
not difficult to see what effect the FLSA 
would have on these kinds of services if 
volunteers .must be paid minimum wage 
r ate. 

Fourth. Climate or other factors often 
require more hours to be worked in one 
season o fthe year than in other seasons. 

Therefore, some jurisdictions have had 
a practice of establishing a guaranteed 
year-round job ~Y permitting long hours 
to be worked during the summer months 
or warmer weather with fewer hours 
worked during the winter, while guaran
teeing annual income throughout the 
year. Under the FLSA, the employer must 
pay time-and-a-half over 40 hours each 
week, thereby requiring the city to pay 
time-and-a-half during peak periods and 
to lay off employees during sla-ck periods. 

A good example of what this means can 
be found in Salt Lake City, Utah, the city 
of which I was mayor. Most people know 
that Salt Lake City has very distinct 
seasons. There are hard winters and 
warm summers. During freezing weather 
snow removal services operate heavily. 
Approximately 7,000 man-hours of snow 
removal services are provided annually 
for Salt Lake City alone. The snow re
moval crews voluntarily agree to work 
overtime and accumulate 3 or 4 weeks' 
compensatory time which they take off 
during the summer when their services 
are not needed. The golf course and parks 
employees do just the opposite, taking 
time off during the winter. This schedule 
enables us to balance our work for .:;e. The 
employees prefer this arrangement and 
the taxpayers of Salt Lake City are saved 
a great deal of money. 

However, Congress decided to ignore 
most of the mayors and Governors of this 
country and cause a city like Salt Lake 
City to pay substantial overtime--$500,-
000 a year-and/ or to lay off employees 
during seasons in which certain services 
are reduced. The termination of employ
ees means that seniority and pension 
systems are dis.rupted and additional un
employment benefits incurred. 

Fifth. Some cities have instituted pro
grams to enhance employment opportu
nities for the disadvantaged. One such 
program is designed to train enrollees to 
become firefighters. Under the act, since 
firefighter trainees do not fight fires, they 
must be paid time-and-a-half over 40 
hours ·per week. In other words, they 
must be sent home after 40 hours and 
consequently be denied the opportunity 
to participate fully in the operations of 
a municipal fire department. 

As part of a training experience, in
terns, technicians, beginning level pro
fessionals and student workers, in addi
tion to working a full day, attend meet
ings frequently held in the evenings. 
However, they would be denied the op
portunity to attend · and participate in 
evening planning commission, city coun
cil meetings, and so forth because the 
FLSA requires payment of such staff on 
an overtime basis when they put in more 
than 40 hours per week. 

Sixth. There are a number of incen
tive programs which cities use to increase 
productivity. For example, many cities 
permit trash collectors to go home after 
completing their route. During most of 
the year this would mean a 33 or 35 hour 
week. During holidays, however, the same 
service might re.quire over 40 man-hours. 
per week. Under FLSA regulations, if 
fewer hours .are worked and the monthly. 
salary--on which any overtime must be 
based-remains the same, the hourly rate 
is increased. 

Seventh: Many cities permit their em
ployees to work as part-time custodians. 
A truck driver might work 40 hours for 
the city and also as a custodian on the 
weekend. Under the provision of the 1974 
amendments, he must be paid a t the 
time-and-a-half rate for his work as a 
custodian. 

Eighth. Cities often use public em
ployment programs to address social 
problems. For example, some cities pro
vide year-round employment opportuni
ties for disadvantaged high school stu
dents both to provide a job experience 
as well as some income which in many 
cases enables them to stay in school. 
These programs would certainly be af
fected by the amendments of 1974 which 
require that all employees be paid at the 
minimum wage rate. 

Labor unions and other proponents of 
the FLSA has insisted that the impact 
on State and local governments would be 
insignificant and have estimated the in
creased payroll costs to all cities and 
States in 1973 would be $128,000,000 and 
in 1974, $165,000,000. The estimated cost 
of the new regulations for police and 
firefighters would supposedly be $27,000,-
000 for 1975. 

However, these cost estimates are for 
payroll costs only and do not take into 
account the disruption and costs result
ing from changes in administrative pol
icies and procedures. The recordkeep
ing requirements alone will have a sig
nificant impact on cities and States. New 
Federal records are required for all State 
and city employees-11.4 million-thus 
duplicating, superseding, or replacing 
State and local law. The new record
keeping requirements for Florida alone 

· have ·been estimated by Governer Askew 
at $800,000. New Federal personnel proc
esses and procedures and interpretations 
are superimposed on existing practices. 
This fact is supported by Robert E. 
Hampton, Chairman of the Civil Service _ 
Commission who in his statement before 
the House of Representatives Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service testified: 

The extension of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act ... adds a new set of complex provisions 
to the already existing provisions of Title v. · 
It creates two standards governing pay and 
hours of work. It results in double record 
keeping and double work at an extremely 
high administrative cost producing negligible 
benefits. I can well understand from this one 
illustration why Federal managers feel a 
heavy impact from across-the-board statu
tory and other procedures that limit the ex
ercise of administrative discretion for little 
reason. 

One major reason for additional rec
ordkeeping costs is that all employees 
previously paid on annual or monthly 
salaries without computation of their 
work by individual hours worked, must 
now have their work 1·ecorded again on 
an hourly system, a transition which 
often requires computer programing. 

Certain sections of this act creating 
criminal and civil action to enforce com
pliance will involve governments in a 
great deal more · court activity as over
lapping jurisdictions, interpretations, 
and rulings are clarified .in cour.t. It is .. 
estimated that already one-third of re
ported cases in city litigation involve per
sonnel. Governor Salmon of Vermont has 
explained what this implies for his State: 
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For instance we must hire attorneys on a 

contractual basis to defend the State against 
the FLSA lawsuits which can be, and are be
ing brought by individual employees, labor 
unions, or the Department of Labor itself. I 
cannot reasonably estimate what their serv
ice fees might be although $100 an hour for 
attorneys fees, as you know, 1s not uncom
mon in the labor relations field. 

A more accw·ate estimate of the costs 
which would be incurred by State and 
local governments should not be limited 
strictly to payroll costs but should also 
include the total economic impact of this 
legislation. In the reply brief submitted 
by the National League of Cities in its 
present pending cow·t case, initial cos!S 
for only 24 cities and 10 States are esti
mated at $57 million. 

Nationwide, for fire protection services 
alone the cost might easily reach $200,-
000,000. For example, for the city of Og
den, Utah, to comply with the FLSA 
overtime provisions for fire personnel 
would necessitate a 30-percent increa~e 
in personnel, which would cost an esti
mated $385,000 annually. This amo~nt 
represents nearly 40 percen t of the City 
of Ogden's revenue sharing receipts. The 
price Salt Lake City will have to pay for 
its fire protection services is estimated 
at $3,000,000. 

The total figure, compiled by budget 
experts of various States, reaches into 
the billions of dollars. These estimates 
are further supported by Mr. Charles 
Byrley, executive director of the N~
tional Governors Conference, who testi
fied: 

Yes I feel quite confident that that's an 
accu~te statement, that it is going to be in 
the billions. 

Of course, it does not take a budget 
expert to see that local and State man
agers will have essentially two alteri?-a
tives to follow in order to meet the m
creased costs which would result from 
the adoption of the provisions of the 
FLSA. Essentially, the choices would be 
twofold: First, local authorities could 
increase heavily the property tax bur
den, or second, they could reduce ~he 
level of services provided by reducmg 
employees and/or equipment. 

Those charged and elected for the pur
pose of providing these servic~ just~
ably fear that Congress, by nnposmg 
budget costs but not providing the rev
enue to pay the costs, will destroy the 
fiscal integrity of their governments. 
Since State and local tax, debt, and 
budget laws have no power to control 
the Secretary of Labor, the Federal 
courts, or the U.S. Congress, local gov
ernments can no longer guarantee debt 
repayment. And, as I have pointed out, 
these increases in cost cannot be passed 
on to the "consumer" as is done in pri
vate enterprise. The "consumer, o~ these 
services is the taxpayer who has limited 
the debt and taxing powers of his local 
government. . 

Furthermore, it can be plainly shown 
that State and local governments have 
provided fairly for the wages and hours 
of employees in their government oper
ations. In fact, the House report on the 
act quotes a 1970 Department of Labor 
report which states: 

Wage levels for State and local govern
ment employees not covered by FLSA are, 

on the average, substantially higher than 
workers already covered. 

There is a conspicuous lack of evi
dence that these governments are acting 
irresponsibly in setting wage and salary 
rates. 

UNEMPLOYMENT AND IMPACT ON THE POOR 

Finally, the extension of this legis
lation to State and local public sector 
employees would assuredly have an im
pact on the poor-that segment of the 
labor market with the fewest skills. It 
will likely be the poor who lose their 
jobs because of the increased cost to 
the cities and it will be the poor and 
the unskilled who find the doors closed 
at the entry level. Milton Freedman, 
in his article "Legislating Unemploy
ment," published in Newsweek, Jul~ 23, 
1972, asked a very relevant questiOn: 

Congress is at it again. Once more it is in 
the process of legislating unemploy
ment . . . . I t is a mystery why anyone 
would suppose that a person is better off 
unemployed at $2 an hour than voluntarily 
employed at $1.60. 

Additionally, the services that would 
probably first be cut would be those that 
serve the inner city and benefit the 
poor such as day care centers, health 
services, and trash collection. 

LOSS OF STATE AND MUNICIPAL HOME RULE 

The 1974 amendments remove local 
'·ballot box control" from the hands of 
the voters of each State, 18,000 cities, 
and 3 000 counties. Prior to the FLSA, 
these ~arne voters determined the limi
tations on their budget either directly, 
indirectly, or through the representa
tives they elected. 

However, a nonelected official will 
now control approximately 85 percent 
of city budgets. The electorate of these 
States and municipalities have never 
indicated that they preferred that their 
voting privilege over local matters be 
diminished and tt·ansferred to a non
elected official in Washington, D.C. 

This aspect of the 1974 amendents 
destroys a concept fun dam en tal to our 
democratic system, and I urge my col
leagues to reexamin.e carefully . this 
congressional usurpation and abndge
ment of the capacity of the citizens of 
states and municipalities to govern 
themselves. 

This bill of course, is not the first 
or the only'attempt at establishing Fed
eral standards for municipal govern
ments. Indeed, there appears to be a 
trend to subject municipal matters to 
a much greater Federal Government 
scrutiny than ever before. 

Local governments are frustrated by 
lack of comprehension by the Federal 
Government of the problems act~lly 
facing-local gove1nment. I do not claim, 
and have never claimed, that Federal 
legislators and bureaucrats are not 
well-intentioned people, or that they 
are trying to destroy local go_vernmen.t, 
or that they are bent on makmg condi
tions as unpleasant as they ca~. Rath~r, 
I argue that they are inexpenenced m 
local government, and so far removed 
physically from the problems they seek 
to solve that they cannot help but pro
duce results which are worse than the 
01iginal problems. 

One of the prime examples of the lack 
of understanding is the passion found 
in the Congress for enacting legislation 
which overrides or supersedes State and 
local laws. Home rule has been a funda
mental part of the American system of 
government because local governments 
are closest to the people and respond 
directly and best to their needs. The 
greater the exercise of government 
power by general purpose local govern
ment, the better. 

The extension of the FLSA is only the 
beginning of a number of Federal acts t.o 
regulate, control, and impose uniform 
standards on State and municipal gov
ernments. Now is the time to repeal this 
preemption of local decisionmaking. In
stead of preempting local decisionmak
ing, the Federal Government should 
make effor ts to strengthen local govern
ment. 
- Str..;ngthened municipal governments 

can then more directly respond to the 
desires of the citizens they serve. And 
the citizens, in turn will come to rely 
more and become more personally in
volved in their local governments. Amer
icans want a greater voice in govern
ment, not a lesser voice. 

Mr. James B. Croy, research associate 
for the Oklahoma Legislative Council, in 
his article entitled "The Supersession of 
Sovereignty" succinctly states: 

Governmental power is awesome in its 
potential for totality, and it needs to be 
exercised with great restraint. The federal 
government should act to supersede the 
States 1·ight to govern only when the neces
sity for such action 1s truly compelling. To 
take action under other circumstances would 
be a perversion of the concept of a federal 
system. 

Certainly this is not one of those com
pelling circumstances which requires a 
Federal solution. 

I do not believe that our Founding 
Fathers intended our Nation to consist 
of homogenous State and city govern
ments its employees working in identical 
fashio~ for identical salaries and iden
tical terms. Rather, variation and local 
expertise is a more plausible and prac
tical answer to any of the separate 
various types of problems or separate 
functions that State and local govern
ments daily encounter. 

Large and rigid uniform nationwide 
rules will only cause vast new costs by 
eradicating these unique and efficient 
arrangements. 

We need to begin to realize that Fed
eral solutions are not always the best 
ones; that sometimes variance among 
the States is desirable and indeed essen
tial if restrictive regulation and guide
lines are to be avoided. The Fede1·a1 na
ture of this republic provides us with 
an opportunity for social experimenta
tion. One State can try something, and 
if it works, others can adopt it. 

To stay experimentation in things social 
and economic 1s a. grave responsibility. De
nial of the right to experiment may be 
fraught with serious consequences to the 
Nation. It 1s one of the happy incidents of 
the federal system that a single courageous 
State may, if its citizens choose, serve as a 
laboratory, and try novel social and eco
nomic experiments -without risk to t~e rest 
of the country. (285 U.S. 262, 311, diSsent 
ing opinion) 

. 
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We face in this Nation challenges of 

incredible complexity, challenges which 
will tax the best efforts of all men of 
good will to meet. As Federal legislators 
we must be aware not only of the fact 
that local mayors, city councilors, county 
commissioners, aldermen, and governors 
are men of good will, but also that they 
are very competent people. I am not say
ing that they are equipped to come to 
Washington and run the Department of 
Labor. But they can run their local 
schools, fire and police departments and 
their municipal services. And, they can 
do that a whole lot better than the De
partment of Labor and Congress can. 

EFFECT ON PUBLIC SECTOR COMPULSORY 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

This statute, if left on the books in its 
present form, will undoubtedly be con
sidered by many as an anticipatory vali
dation of proposals now before Congress 
to mandate collective bargaining at all 
levels of government. The imposition of 
the FLSA on State and local govern
ments will only serve to give encourage
ment to ba.ckers of this legislation and 
will perhaps cause State officials to act 
prematurely, knowing "that their turn 
is coming soon." 

Legislation which would, by Federal 
statute, compel State and municipal gov
ernments to bargain with labor unions, 
is seriously defective and severely dam
aging to the public interest and ability of 
government to function. Once again this 
is an attempt to apply the private sector 
industrial model to the public sector 
where it is not appropriate. I will not at 
this time reiterate the very distinctions 
between collective bargaining in the 
public sector and collective bargaining in 
the private sector, nor will I at this time 
point to the public sentiment which 
overwhelmingly opposes compulsory 
unionism in government. 

However, I will explain what compul
sory unionism and binding arbitration 
mean to a State official charged with the 
responsibility of governing. That official 
is responsible for spending the revenue. 
However, a third party arbiter who has 
not been elected by the people or by 
their representatives could decide on a 
wage rate that the official does not have 
the tax money to cover. And, as with 
the Fair Labor Standards Act, what 
would result is a situation where indi
rectly someone who is never account
able to the local voters sets a tax level 
and in essence supersedes the elected 
public official's authority to do so. 

A recent decision by the U.S. District 
Court for the Middle District of North 
Carolina, which declared contracts be
tween governments and unions void, ad
dressed the issue well in declaring: 

To the extent that public employees gain 
power through recognition and collective 
bargaining, other interest groups with the 
l'ight to a voice in running the government 
may be left out of vital political decisions. 
Thus, the granting of collective bargaining 
rights to public employees involves import
ant matters fundamental to our democratic 
form of government. The setting of goals and 
making of policy decisions are rights inuring 
to each citizen. All citizens have the right to 
associate in groups to advocate their spe
cial interests to the government. It is some
thing entirely different to grant any one in-

terest group special status and access to 
the decision-making process. 

CONCLUSION 

It is a destructive philosophy that is 
based on the assumption that elected 
officials do not act in the best interest of 
their constituency and even in the best 
interest of those who work for their 
local governments. And I am certain 
that the citizens of this country find it 
difficult to understand why Members 
of Congress feel they are in a better po
sition to produce a sound personnel 
management system which meets the 
vaiied needs of their local communities 
than their local counterparts. 

This injustice to the American people 
and potential impact of the amend
ments of 1974 on the functioning of 
State and municipal governments is 
staggering. The few things this legisla
tion cures are extraordinarily minute in 
comparison to the havoc that will be 
caused. The need for this legislation can
not be construed as sufficiently com
pelling to justify Federal regulation of 
the personnel practices of approximately 
BO,OOO local jurisdictions of government, 
and I strongly urge that my colleagues 
take this opportunity to retmn to local 
government the capacity to govern. 

By Mr. MONDALE: 
S. 2199. A bill to amend title 42, U.S. 

Code, section 503(tl,) (3). Referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
- Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the 
right to "due process of law" is surely 
one of the most important rights which 
our citizens enjoy. It is enshrined in our 
Constitution-in the :fifth and the 14th 
amendments. The protections which it 
represents are absolutely necessary to 
the functioning of a democracy. 

What is meant by "due process"? In 
the simplest terms, Mr. President, it is 
the right of every American, when faced 
with a governmental decision which 
might affect him, to have notice of the 
proposed governmental action and an 
opportunity to be heard before the ac
tion is taken. 

The notice may take a variety of 
forms-written or oral, personal or by 
publication-depending upon the cir
cumstances. So too, the right to be heard 
may inclde a variety of rights-an oral 
hearing, a written hearing, the right to 
confront witnesses, the right to cross
examine, the right to counsel, or the 
right to a written decision-depending 
upon the circumstances. 

These rights seem easily provided. 
They are simple enough to understand. 
They are elementary to our notions of 
fair play. 

Yet, Mr. President, one segment of our 
society is denied these basic rights. One 
group of individuals does not have the 
right to basic "due process" before im
portant governmental action is taken 
which has a profound effect upon their 
well-being. 

Individuals receiving unemployment 
compensation benefits do not have the 
light to notice and a hearing-to basic 
"due process"-before their benefits are 
discontinued. 

Congress has provided a right to a pre
termination hearing in the context of 

other govetnment benefits. In many 
cases, administrative agencies and de
partments have provided that right by 
regulation. Unfortunately, the right to 
a pretermination hearing has never been 
congressionally or administratively man
dated for unemployment compensation 
recipients. 

In recent years, when the Congress and 
the executive branch have failed to act. 
the courts have, under the auspices of 
the Constitution, stepped in. In the land
mark case of Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 
254, the U.S. Supreme Court held that an 
AFDC recipient had a constitutional 
right to "an evidentiary hearing before 
the termination of benefits." Faced with 
many of the arguments which might be 
advanced in the unemployment compen
sation context, the Supreme Court con
cluded that "only a pretermination evi
dentiary hearing provides the recipient 
with procedural due process." 

Several cases have reached the Su
~reme Court in recent years asserting the 
right to a pretermination hearing for 
unemployment compensation recipients. 
The Court has been confronted with the 
issue in Torres v. New York State Dept. 
of Labor, 405 U.S. 949; Indiana Employ
ment Security Division v. Burney, 409 
U.S. 540; Fusari v. Steinberg, - U.S. 
-; and Crow v. California Department 
of Human Resources Development, -
U.S. -. Unfortunately, because of prob
lems with the legal concepts of mootness, 
standing, and justiciable controversy, the 
Court has never reached a decision on the 
issue. 

I believe, :Mr. President, that the time 
has come for Congress to act to redress 
this inequity. Sm·ely, there is no more ap
propriate time than the present. With 
more than 8 million workers without jobs, 
and many of these receiving benefits un
der the Federal-State unemployment 
compensation system, the right to un
employment due process is a pressing 
reality for millions of American citizens. 

Can there be any doubt about the 
b~.ic fairness of, at the very least, pro
VIding the unemployment compensation 
recipient with a chance to defend him
self ~efore his only means of support is 
termmated? It strikes me as uncontro
versial to give the worker and the work· 
er's family notice of proposed termina
tion and the chance to be heard. 

In fact, Mr. President, I would contend 
that it is in the Government's best inter
est to provide basic due process rights. 
The unemployment compensation sys
tem is designed to serve two broad pur
poses. First, benefits help the worker and 
the worker's f~mily over a crisis period, 
when the family has no income because 
of the loss of a job. 

Second, the benefits maintain con
s~er pm·chasing power to help the en
trre economy weather a period of stress. 

Thus, termination of aid pending a 
!esolution of a controversy over eligibil
Ity may deprive an eligible recipient of 
the means of survival as well as frustrate 
general economic recovery. 

In the words of the Supreme Court in 
Goldberg against Kelly, dealing with the 
right to a pretermination hearing in the 
welfare context: 

Public assistance, then, is not mere charity 
but a means to "promote the general welfare: 
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and secure the Blessings of Liberty to our
selves and our Posterity." The sa.me govern
mental interests that counsel the provision 
of welfare, counsel as well 1ts uninterrupted 
provision to those eligible to receive it; pre
termination evidentiary hearings are indis
pensable to that end. 

Unfortunately, present administrative 
procedures are inadequate to insure that 
eligible recipients-those Congress in
tended to receive benefits-continue to 
receive benefits during their entitlement 
period. 

National figures reflecting the per
formance of the unemployment compen
sation system between 1969 and 1973 
show that 28.1 percent of all appealed 
termination decisions are reversed after 
a hearing. This means that millions of 
workers, who are eligible to receive bene
fits, are denied them for varying periods 
of time due to inadequate administrative 
procedures. 

Some workers, in fact, are the victims 
of grossly unreasonable periods of wrong
ful termination. National figures reveal 
that 47.6 percent of the hearing decisions 
are rendered more than 45 days after 
termination. 

Some would argue, much as the de
fendants argued in Goldberg against 
Kelly, that limited fiscal and adminis
trative resources counsel against a pre
termination hearing. 

Due process requirements in the un
employment compensation context '\\ill 
undoubtedly entail some added cost. But, 
these costs can be minimized. The Su
preme Court's response to this argu
ment is instructive: 

Much of the drain on fiscal and admin
istrative resources can be reduced by develop
ing procedures for prompt pre-termination 
hearings and by skillful use of personnel and 
fac111ties. ... Thus. the interest of the eligible 
recipient in uninterrupted receipt of public 
assistance, coupled with the State's interest 
that his payments not be erroneously termi
nated, clearly outweighs the State's compet
ing concern to prevent any increase in its 
fiscal and administrative burdens. 

Moreover, frequently voiced fears that 
due process rights will engender a dl·a.
matic increase in requests for hearings 
seem unfounded. A judicial order re
quiring pretermination hearings for un
employment compensation recipients was 
in effect in Indiana from October 1971 
to February 1973. Comparing the period 
from January to March 1971 with the 
period from January to March 1972, 
there was actually an 8 percent decrease 
in the requests for hearings. 

Similarly, the fear that payments dur
ing this pretermination period will be 
lost forever due to the supposed dif
ficulty of recoupment appears ground
less. Figures developed during litigation 
reveal that in California, for example, 
65 percent of all unemployment com
pensation overpayments are recouped 
and, in Indiana, 72 percent return to the 
treasury. 

The case for pretermination hearing 
seems, Mr. President, a compelling one. 

And, the form which the hearing 
might take will impose minimal burdens 
on the States. By the legislation I am in
troducing today, all that will be required 
is "prior written notice, a meaningful 
opportunity to obtain representation 
and gather evidence, an opportunity to 

present evidence orally and to confront 
and cross-examine witnesses, and a writ
ten decision, based solely upon evidence 
adduced at the hearing, rendered by 
an impartial decision maker, whose sole 
function is to determine disputed eligi
bility questions and who has conducted 
the hearing." 

By specific language in the bill. the 
State need not provide a hearing unless 
the recipient requests one. And, a recip
ient would not be permitted to receive 
benefits beyond his maximum period of 
entitlement. 

Mr. President, this legislation is long 
overdue. We cannot, we must not, deny 
the unemployment compensation recip
ient the elementary rights of due proc-
ess. . 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
legislation be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

s. 2199 
Be it enacted, by the Senate ancL House 

of Representatives of the United. States of 
America in Congress assembled, Title 42, 
U.S. Code, Section 503(a) (3) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(3) (A) Opportunity for a fair hearing, 
before an impartial tribunal, for all indi
viduals whose claimS for unemployment 
compensation are denied; and (B) oon
tinued payments of regularly scheduled un
employment compensation to each individ
ual who has begun receiving compensation 
unless and until that individual has first 
been determined to be ineligible for a pay
ment or payments, by reason of a failure to 
comply with a valid condition for the con
tinued payment of compensation imposed 
by State law, under a hearing procedure af
fording that individual prior written notice, 
a meaningful opportunity to obtain repre
sentation and gather evidence, an opportu
nity to present evidence orally and to con
front and cross-examine witnesses, and a 
written decision, based solely upon evidence 
adduced at the hearing, rendered by an im
partial decision maker, whose sole function 
is to determine disputed eligibility questions 
and who has conducted the hearing; pro
vided, that nothing in this subsection shall 
require: ( 1) the prior evidentiary hearing 
specified above as the condition of a ces
sation of the payment of unemployment 
compensation if the individual in question, 
a.!ter having been advised in writing that 
he is ineligible for a payment or payments, 
and of his right to a hearing, voluntarily 
agree in writing to accept the administra
tive determination; (11) a payment of com
pensation to an individual who has ex
hausted his maximum entitlement under 
the State's compensation schedule (com
puted on the basis of weeks of employment 
or wages earned or any combination there
of). 

By Mr. JACKSON (for himseU 
and Mr. FANNIN) <by request) : 

s. 2201. A bill to provide for the ad
ministration of oaths and affirmations 
and for the issuance of subpenas in In
vestigations, hearings and proceedings in 
the Department of the Interior. Referred 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, by re-
quest, I send to the desk, on behalf of 
myself and the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. FANNIN), a bill to provide for the 
administration of oaths and amrmations 
and for the issuance of subpenas in in-

vestigations, hearings, and proceedings 
in the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. President. this draft legislation 
was submitted and recommended by the 
Department of the Interior, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the executive 
communication accompanying the pro
posal from the Secretary of the Interior 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be print-ed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D.C., June 12, 1975. 
Hon. NELSON A. RoCKEFELLER, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is enclosed a 
draft bill "To provide for the administration 
of oaths and affirmations and for the issu
ance of subpoenas in investigations, hear
ings, and proceedings in the Department of 
the Interior." 

We recommend that the b111 be referred to 
the appropriate Committee for consideration, 
and that it be enacted. 

The enclosed draft blll would give to the 
Secretary of the Interior or his delegate, the 
power to administer oaths and to issue sub
poenas for witnesses and for discovery pur
poses, including subpoenas duces tecum. The 
subpoenas would run to the Government, to 
private parties who are non litigants, as well 
as to parties in adm1nlstrat1ve proceedings. 
The proposal is similar to provisions grant
ing the subpoena power to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, and the Federal Power Commission. 
The blll would apply to any investigation, 
hearing or proceeding conducted by the De
partment of the Interior, and any discovery 
or investigation in regard to such hearing or 
proceeding. The provision would be applica
ble anywhere within the United States. 

By an amendment issued July 15, 1968, 33 
F.R. 10394 (July 20, 1968), the secretary of 
the Interior amended § 1850.0-7 of the reg
ulations of the Department governing sub
poenas in public land hearlngs to provide for 
subpoenas duces tecum and subpoenas to 
compel witnesses to testify at prehes.rings 
depositions for discovery purposes. The Con
servation and Natural Resources Subcommit
tee of the Committee on Government Oper
ations, House of Representatives, subse
quently questioned the statutory authority 
of the Department to issue discovery sub
poenas and subpoenas duces tecum, and in
formed the Secretary of the Interior of its 
position. A review of the Department's statu
tory authorization led to the conclusion that 
our authority to adopt subpoenas duces 
tecum and discovery subpoena powers by reg
ulation was deficient. The Honorable Henry 
S. Reuss, Chairman of the Conservation and 
Natural Resources Subcommittee, was so in
formed on January 14, 1970. 

With respect to the need for such author
ity, Judge Alexander Holtzo1f has stated: 

"Broad and liberal discovery has completely 
revolutionized litigation in the Federal 
courts. As a result of the wide use of these 
remedies, most lawyers come into court for 
the trial thoroughly familiar not only with 
their own case, but also with the case of the 
adverse party. Surprise has been reduced to 
a minimum. Counsel frequently start the 
trial armed with depositions that either elim
inate a great deal of controversial matter, or 
else with evidence in such shape that it can 
be introduced much more promptly and e!
fieaclously than otherwise might have been 
the case .... The important consideration ls 
that all of these innovations tend to bring 
about a just decision on the merits." ("A 
Judge Looks at the Rules," 1966 Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure, page 9.} 

Rules o! civil procedure in State and Fed
eral judicial systems have permitted pretrial 
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discovery for many years. These rules allow 
not only pretrial subpoena powers for depo
sitions and production of documents and 
tangibles; also included are provisions for 
written interrogatories and requests for ad
mission. Trial by surprise has long been 
abandoned. Due to the lack of subpoena pow
er, the Department of the Interior is still in 
the position of the litigant prior to the adop
tion of refo!"med rules of civil procedure. The 
private litigant, however, may avail himself 
of the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 
552) to obtain, prior to hearing, with few 
exceptions, any papers from the Government 
that would be avl!Jlable under ,;he Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure in a civil action. It Js 
patently unfair to deny the Government the 
same opportunity in presenting its case. 

We would also like to emphasize that this 
proposal would be of great benefit, not only 
to this Department, but to the private party 
as well. It would also enable private parties 
to obtain from third parties evidence which 
could not be reached under the Freedom of 
Information Act. 

On June 2 and 3, 1970, at its Fourth 
Plenary Session, the Administrative Confer
ence of the United States adopted the follow
ing recommendations concerning discovery in 
administrative adjudicatory proceedings: 

6. Production of Documents and Tangible 
Things 

(a) From Non-Parties 
A party to the proceeding should be able to 

obtain in accordance with agency rules a 
subpoena duces tecum requiring a non-party 
to produce relevant designated documents 
and tangible things, not privileged, at a pre
hearing conference, at the taking of the non
party's deposition, or at any other specific 
time and place designated by the issuing 
officer. 

(b) From Parties 
A party to the proceeding should be able 

to apply to the presiding officer for an order 
requiring any other party to produce and 
to make available for inspection, copying or 
photographing, at a prehearing conference 
or other specific time and place, any desig
nated documents and tangible things, not 
privileged, which constitute or contain rele
vant evidence. The party seeking production 
should serve copies of the application on the 
other party or parties to the proceeding, who 
should be given an opportunity to notify the 
presiding officer of any objections. The pre
siding officer should order the production of 
such designated documents and tangible 
things unless he finds that there is not good 
cause for doing so. 

(c) From the Agency 
For the purposes of [recommendation 6}, 

the agency conducting the proceeding should 
be considered a party to the proceeding 
whether or not the agency staff participates 
as a party to the proceeding. 

• • • • • 
9. Subpoenas 
The presiding officer should have the power 

to issue subpoenas ad testificandum and 
duces tecum at any time during the course 
of the proceeding. Agencies affected by the 
Recommendations that do not have the stat
utory authority to issue subpoenas should 
seek to obtain any necessary authority from 
the Congress. 

At their 1970 Convention, the American 
Bar Association resolved that authority be 
given " .•• to all agencies to make generally 
available subpoenas in adjudicatory proceed
ings . . ." The enclosed draft bill follows the 
recommendations of the Administrative Con
ference and the ABA. It is almost universally 
recognized today that the broad subpoena 
and discovery powers produce more thorough 
and equitable hearings by ellm1nating sur
prise, narrowing issues, encouraging settle
ments, and saving time and money. 

The 011lce of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to the 
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presentation of tbls draft blll from the 
standpoint of the Administration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
RAYSTON C. HUGHES, 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself, Mr. 
GRAVEL, and Mr. HUMPHREY) : 

S. 2303. A bill to provide for paper 
money of the United States to be em
bossed to indicate the denomination 
thereof. Referred to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

BRAILLE MONEY 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I have 
worked long and hard for the rights of 
the blind and for their increased social, 
political, and economic opportunities in 
the United States. 

Today I wish to introduce another pro
posal to further their cause. This bill is 
designed to provide for the embossment 
of the paper currency of the United 
States to indicate the denomination of 
such paper money. 

Such paper money has often been 
called Braille money in that our blind 
friends will be enabled by such action to 
feel the denomination of their paper 
currency. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
semt that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2203 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United. States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the 
numerical value appearing in the four corners 
on the face of all paper money of the United 
States which is printed after January 1, 1976, 
shall be embossed indicating the denomina
tion thereof. 

(b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
carry out the provisions of this Act, and for 
such purposes he may establish such rules 
and regulations as he determines appropriate. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

8. 5 

At the request of Mr. CHILES, the 
Senator from Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD) 
and the Senator from Georgia <Mr. 
NUNN) were added as cosponsors of S. 
5, the Federal Government in the Sun
shine Act . 

8. 80 

At the request of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. HAsKELL) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 80, a bill 
to prevent the estate tax law from op
erating to encourage or to require the 
destruction of open lands and historic 
places, by amending the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 to provide that real 
property which is farmland, woodland, or 
open land and forms part of an estate 
may be valued, for estate tax purposes, 
at its value as farmland, woodland, or 
open land-rather than at its fair 
market value,-and to provide that real 
property which is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places may be 
valued, for estate tax purposes at its 
value for its existing use, and to provide 
for the revocation of such lower valua
tion and recapture of unpaid taxes 

with interest in appropriate circum
stances. 

s. 88 

At the request of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. McCLEL
LAN) was added as a cosponsor of s. 
89, a bill to provide that income from 
entertainment activities held in conjunc
tion wlt.h a public fair conducted by an 
organization described in section 501 (c), 
3 and (5) shall not be unrelated trade or 
business income and shall not affect the 
tax exemption of the organization. 

8. 93 

At the rsquest of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
Senator from Colorado CMr. HAsKELL) 
was added as a cosponsor of s. 93, a bill 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1934 to provide that a married individual 
who files a separate return shall be taxed 
on his or her earned income at the same 
rate as an unmarried individual. 

s. 997 

At the request of Mr. Moss, the Senator 
from Michigan (Mr. PHILIP A. HART) and 
the Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 997, a bill 
to amend the Fair Packaging and Label
ing Act to require the disclosure by retail 
distributors of retail unit prices of 
consumer commodities, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 988 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
Senator from California <Mr. CRANSTON) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 988, the 
National Biomedical Heart, Lung, Blood 
Vessel, and Research Training Act of 
1975. 

8. 1432 

At the request of Mr. HUGH SCOTT, the 
Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INoUYE) was 
added as a cosponsor of s. 1432, a bill to 
provide that certain veterans who were 
prisoners of war be deemed to have a 
service-connected disability of 50 percent 
and for other purposes. 

s. 1466 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
Senator from Maine <Mr. HATHAWAY) 
and the Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. 
FELL) were added as cosponsors of S. 
1466, the National Disease Control and 
Consumer Health Education and Promo
tion Act of 1975. 

8.1479 

At the request of Mr. WILLIAMS, the 
Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1479, a 
bill to protect the economic rights of 
labor in the building and construction 
industry by providing for equal treat
ment of craft and industrial workers. 

8.1664 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
Senator from California <Mr. CRANSTON) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1664, a 
bill to amend the Lead-Based Paint Poi
soning Prevention Act. 

8.1906 

At the request of Mr. CHURCH, the Sen
ator from Florida <Mr. CHILEs), the Sen
ator from Utah <Mr. Moss>. the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania <Mr. HUGH 
ScoTT), the Senator from Vermont <Mr .. 
STAFFORD), the Senator from Florida 
<Mr. STONE), the Senator from West Vir
ginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), and the Senator 
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from Alabama <Mr. SPARKMAN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1906, a bill to 
amend title xvm of the Social Security 
Act to require the continued application 
of the nursing salary cost differential 
which is presently allowed in determin
ing the reasonable cost of inpatient 
nursing care for purposes of reimburse
ment to providers under the medicare 
program. 

s. 208 8 

At the request of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2088, a bill 
to prohibit the use of dogs by the Depart
ment of Defense in connection with the 
research, testing, development, or 
evaluation of radioactive, chemical, or 
biological warfare agents, and to require 
the Department of Defense to develop 
and use, where feasible, alternative, non
animal methods of experimentation. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 221 

At his own request, the Senator from 
Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON) was added as 
a cosponsor of Senate Resolution 221, 
relating to international cooperation in 
strengthening safeguards of nuclear 
materials. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 101 

At the request of Mr. BURDICK, the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUMPERs), 
the Senator from Indiana <Mr. HARTKE), 
the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. HUM
PHREY) , the Senator from Wyoming <Mr. 
McGEE) , the Senator from Vermont <Mr. 
STAFFORD), and the Senator from North 
Dakota <Mr. YoUNG) were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 101, 
to authorize the President to issue an
nually a proclamation designating that 
week in November which includes 
Thanksgiving Day as "National Family 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 105 

At the request of Mr. CLARK, the Sena
tor from Montana <Mr. MONDALE) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu
tion 105, relating to strengthen the for
eign relations of the United States. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 226-SUBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTION DISAP
PROVING PROPOSED DEFERRAL 
OF BUDGET AUTHORITY RELAT
ING TO THE COLUMBIA BASIN 
IRRIGATION PROJECT, WASH
INGTON 
<Referred to the Committees on Ap

propriations, Budget, and Interior and 
Insular Affairs, pursuant to the order 
of January 30, 1975.) 

Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and Mr. 
JACKSON) submitted the following reso
lution: 

SENATE RESOLUTION 226 
Resolved, That the Senate disapproves the 

proposed deferral of budget authority (De· 
ferral No. D 76-13) for the Second Bacon 
Siphon and Tunnel, Columbia Basin Irriga
tion Project, Washington, set forth in the 
special m-essage transmitted by the Presi
dent to the Congress on July 1, 1975, under 
section 1013 of the Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mt·. President, I am 
today · submitting a Senate resolution to 
disapprove President Ford's deferral of 

$1,030,000 previously appropriated by 
Congress to the Bureau of Reclamation 
for the Second Bacon Siphon and Tun
nel in the Columbia Basin Irrigation 
project in Washington State. 

Construction of the Second Bacon 
Siphon and Tunnel is critical if land al
ready under cultivation in the Columbia 
Basin project is to continue having suf
ficient water and if any of the nearly 
600,000 acres of unirrigated land within 
the project's boundaries are to ever re
ceive water. 

Year after year over the past decade 
the Appropriations Committee has ap
proved by amendments adding funds for 
the siphon and tunnel or blocking Presi
dential efforts to spend those funds else
where. The need for the siphon and 
tunnel and the increased farm produc
tion it would make possible has long 
since been demonstrated. However, that 
need has now assumed new urgency in 
light of the intense worldwide demand 
for food and fiber and our own need to 
increase exports to balance the flow of 
dollars going out of the United States 
to buy oil. 

Several months ago, the Washington 
congressional delegation, the Governor, 
and key members of the State legisla
ture met with the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget and with 
the Commissioner of the Bureau of Rec
lamation to discuss this project. 

As a result of that meeting, the Di
rector of OMB agreed to take a fresh 
look at the proposed siphon and tunnel, 
and together with the Bureau of Recla
mation, OMB has since undertaken an 
analysis of the project to be completed 
in September. 

The President's July 1 message con
tinuing the deferral of the $1,030,000 
previously appropriated for the project 
emphasizes that the deferral is intended 
only to permit completion of the analysis 
before the funds are released. I am cer .. 
tainly hopeful that completion of the 
analysis in September will be followed 
immediately by a formal administration 
decision to proceed on the project. If 
that is the case, then, of course, the 
President, himself, can withdraw his de
ferral and move ahead on the project. 

However, should the administration 
seek in September to further delay this 
project, then I intend to press ahead 
with this resolution while at the same 
time urging the Appropriations Commit
tee to appropriate to the Bureau of Rec
lamation the maximum amount that it 
can effectively use for the Second Bacon 
Siphon and Tunnel during fiscal 1976 
and the transition period. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

PUBLIC WORKS EMPLOYMENT ACT 
OF 1975-S. 1587 
AMENDMENT NO. 825 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.> 

Mr. TALMADGE (for himself, Mr. 
NUNN, Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. THURMOND, 
and Mr. METCALF) submitted an amend
ment Intended to be proposed by them 
jointly to the bill (8. 1587) to amend the 

Public Works and Economic Develop
ment Act of 1965 to increase the antire
cessionary effectiveness of the program 
and for other purposes. 

HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE 
ACT OF 1975-S. 1281 

AMENDMENT NO, 826 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. GARN (for himself, Mr. SPARK
MAN, Mr. TOWER, Mr. HELMS, Mr. MoR
GAN, and Mr. STONE) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them jointly to the bill <S. 1281) to im
prove public understanding of the role 
of depository institutions in home fi
nancing. 

AMENDMENT NO. 827 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. STONE submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <S. 1281) , supra. 

ENERGY RESEARCH ..1\.-ND DEVELOP-
MENT ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORIZATIONS-S. 598 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 828 AND 829 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, less 
than 2 months ago the Senate spent 
several days debating the military pro
curement authorization bill. Although 
this bill covers procurement of all con
ventional weapons in this country's 
stockpile, the Energy Research and De
velopment Administration continues to 
hold prime responsibility for our nu
clear weapons. In fiscal year 1976, ERDA 
has requested $873,515,000 for produc
tion of nuclear weapons. Of course, this 
amount does not include funding for 
material or security. Included these 
items, and the total ERDA request for 
nuclear weapons will be well over $1 
billion. 

The United States has nearly 30,000 
nuclear weapons at home and through
out the world. Recently, a great deal of 
concern has centered on the threat and 
stockpile of weapons in Europe. I cer
tainly do not want to minimize the im
portance of that issue, but I do not want 
to concentrate on Europe alone. The 
United States maintains approximately 
1, 700 tactical nuclear weapons on land 
in Asia, Korea and the Philippines. Ad
ditional weapons are also located at U.S. 
installations ·in Guam and Midway. Most 
of these weapons are for U.S. :fighter
bombers. However, both Army and Air 
Force tactical weapons are based in 
Korea. 

I am very concetned about the Presi
dent's position on the "limited" use of 
nuclear weapons on a first-strike basis. 
Part of that concern focuses on the 
potential for error and/ or overreaction. 
Some have suggested that if the United 
States had adopted the limited use of 
nuclear weapons sooner, these weapons 
might have been used in the rescue of 
the Mayaguez off the coast of Cam
bodi~a preposterous, yet horribly real
istic possibility. 
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The secrecy surrounding nuclear 

weapons has made it nearly impassible, 
even for most of the Congress, to ob
tain even the most basic information, 
such as how many weapons exist, where 
they are located, and how they would 
be used. Frankly, I think it is a sheer 
impossibility to make fair and educated 
decisions regarding the U.S. defense 
policy without this information. 

For these reasons, I am today submit
ting an amendment which would require 
the Secretary of Defense to annually re
port to the Congress basic information 
about our nuclear weapons. The report 
would include the total number of nu
clear weapons, the deployment of these 
weapons by area, the assigned mission 
for each area of deployed weapon, and 
the identification and description of the 
safeguards and security precautions be
ing taken with respect to these weapons. 
The report submitted would be referred 
to the Joint Committee on Atomic En
erg-y and the House and Senate Armed 
Services Committees. Since every Mem
ber of Congress is required to make im
portant decisions on U.S. foreign policy 
and defense, the amendment would 
make the Secretary·s report available to 
all Members of Congress. 

I am also submitting a second amend
ment which requires that the President 
take action to remove all land-based 
strategic and tactical nuclear weapons 
owned or controlled by the United States 
from non-U.S. territory in Asia no later 
than the first day of fiscal year 1977. 

I believe all U.S. nuclear weapons need 
to be withdrawn from this area for two 
reasons. First, Asia is particularly vola
tile. The storage of nuclear weapons on 
the Asian mainland provides an oppor
tunity for nuclear sabotage. A stolen and 
improperly used nuclear weapon could 
be responsible for the death of hundreds 
of thousands of people. 

Second, I am convinced that our nu
clear strength would not suffer in the 
least by the withdrawal of U.S. nuclear 
stockpiles from Asia. But this amend
ment would continue to allow the stor
age of nuclear weapons on U.S. ships on 
the high seas or at U.S. territorial pos
sessions. At these installations, the op
portunity for security is greatly im
proved, and the chance of sabotage sig
nificantly reduced. The additional few 
minutes of deployment time that may be 
required to use nuclear weapons, should 
it ever come to that, should not be used 
as a rationale for keeping the weapons 
on non-U.S. soil. 

For these reasons, Mr. Pt·esident, I be
lieve these two amendments should be 
adopted. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of the two amendments be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ments were ordered to be print.ed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 828 
At the end of the bill add the following: · 

TITLE V-REPORT ON STRATEGIC AND 
TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

SEc. 501. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
shall prepare a.nd submit to the Congress 
annually a report on-

(1) the total number of all strategic and 
tactical nuclear weapons owned or controlled 
by the United States, 

(2) the deployment of all such weapons 
(A) by country 
(B) by state within the United States, and 
(C) by fleet, 
(3) the assigned mission/military option 

for each class of such weapons, and 
(4) the identification and brief description 

of safeguard and security precautions taken 
with respect to all such weapons. 

(b) The report submitted under this title 
shall be referred to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy and the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives. The report shall be 
available to all Members of Congress. 

AMENDMENT NO. 829 
At the end of the bill add the following: 
TITLE V-ELIMINATION OF NUCLEAR 

WEAPONS 
SEc. 501. Notwithstanding any other pro

\ision of law, the President shall take what
ever action is necessary to remove, not later 
than October 1, 1976, all land-based strate
gic and tactical nuclear weapons owned or 
controlled by the United States from non
United States territory in Asia or the west
ern Pacific. 

NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES
B. 2173 

AMENDMENT NO. 830 

(Ordered to be printed and t<l lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. BARTLETT submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (S. 2173) to fully explore and de
velop the naval petroleum reserves of the 
United States and to permit limited pro
duction with revenues derived therefrom 
to be placed in a special account, and 
for other purposes. 

ENERGY SUPPLY ACT OF 1975-
S. 521 

AMENDMENT NO. 831 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. McGOVERN submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <S. 521) to increase the supply of 
energy in the United States from the 
Outer Continental Shelf; to amend the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; and 
for other purposes. 

FEDERAL AGENCY SAFETY PRO
GRAMS-H.R. 2559 

AMENJ>MENT NO. 832 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ALLEN submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <H.R. 2559) to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to apply to the U.S. Postal 
Service certain provisions of law provid
ing for Federal agency safety programs 
and responsibilities, and for other pur
poses. 

AffiPORT AND AIRWAY DEVELOP
MENT ACT AMENDMENTS-B. 1455 

AMENDMENT NO. 833 

(Ordered to be printed and referred to 
the Committee on Commerce.) 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, for many 
years now the Department of Transpor-

tation and the Congress have been ex
ploring the concept of intermodal ter
minals. The amendment I submit here 
today proposes a pilot demonstration 
project to include interstate and intra
state air, ran, and highway facilities in 
a single structure within a common area. 

This proposed facility differs in many 
ways from the systems and terminals 
now in existence in that each mode in
cluded will feed the other-not neces
sarily completely or exclusively, but will 
not be competitive. The purpose of each 
system is not designed to bring people 
to and from an airport, but to bring peo
ple together, to and from an airport, 
a train tetminal, and a bus station. 
Ideally the modes will have feeder sched
ules. In my view, this is a major step, and 
a necessary one, in the development of 
a national transportation system. 

FEDERAL COAL LEASING AMEND
MENTS ACT OF 1975-S. 391 

AMENDMENT NO. 834 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. MOSS submitted an amendm~nt 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill (S. 391) to amend the Mineral Leas
ing Act of 1920, and for other purposes. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
AMENDMENTS 

Al\1.X::NDMENT NO. 689 

At the request Of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
Senator from Iowa <Mr. CLARK) was add
ed as a cosponsor of amendment No. 689 
intended to be proposed to the bill <S. 
1517) to authorize appropriations for the 
administration of foreign affairs, inter
national organizations, conferences, and 
commissions; information and cultural 
exchange; and for other purposes. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON ACT TO 
ESTABLISH A UNIFORM LAW ON 
THE SUBJECT OF BANKRUPTCIES 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I wish 

to announce that an open public hearing 
will continue for the Subcommittee on 
Improvements in Judicial Machinery on 
S. 235 and S. 236, two acts to revise the 
bankruptcy laws of the United States. 
The hearing will be held on July 31, 1975, 
in room 6202, Dirksen Senate om.ce 
Building, commencing at 10 p.m. 

Those who wish to testify or submit a 
statement for inclusion in the record 
should communicate as soon as possible 
with the Subcommittee on Improvements 
in Judicial Machinery, 6306 Dirksen Sen
ate Office Building; telephone 224-3618. 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I wish 

to announce to the Senators and other in
terested persons that a hearing on Rob
ert o. Aders, of Ohio, to be Under Secre-
tary of Labor, will be held by the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare on 
Tuesday, July 29, 1975, at 3 p.m. in room 
4232, Dirksen Senate om.ce Building. 
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HERE WE STILL ARE 
Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, one of the 

problems that faces us today is the dis
enchantment that many Americans feel 
toward our Nation. 

We all have been told that America is 
the greatest country in the world, then 
we read the newspaper and find that we 
seem to be losing our position in world 
affairs. Arab nations have us paying ex
orbitant prices for crude oil, unemploy
ment is high, and we are just coming 
out of the grips of a recession. 

Michael Kilian of the Chicago Tribune 
has written an article that might pick up 
our sagging spirits, so I ask unanimous 
consent that the article "Here We Still 
Are," be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HERE WE STILL ARE 

{by Michael Kilian) 
One of the advantages of having been born 

during the Depression is the knowledge that 
the world was not created in 1946. 

This knowledge seems to have eluded a 
young Washington columnist of my ac
quaintance (doubtless created in 1946 him
self J, who in these pages last week wrung his 
hands in sorrowful lamentation over the de
cline of the once-great United States. 

He said that as a small child he was told 
by his mother about the greatness of the 
United States-how it had the best system 
of government in the world and would al
ways win out. He looked to Presidents Tru
man, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson, and 
Nixon as "straight _ and tall" champions of 
the American system. 

But now, he's _crushed. The not-so "~raight 
and tall" Nixon was caught lying and break
ing the law. The Arabs have the arm on us 
and "once mighty Detroit has been hum
bled." We failed in VietNam and our domi
nance abroad is slipping everywhere. Our 
new leader is full of doubts. Oh, gloom. Oh, 
doom. 

"Is the [American] system of government 
the best?" he asked. "What is the man to tell 
the child?" 

Before he says one word to the little 
scamper, he ought to fetch himself a history 
book-one that starts before the year 1946. 

He'd find that "straight and tall" Presi
dents have always been a myth. Washington 
bought land in Pennsylvania and then tried 
to get the government to build roads and 
canals to it. Lincoln allowed speculators 
and profiteers to run amok, while jailing 
newspaper editors. The backroom buddies of 
Grant and Har-ding stuffed their pockets with 
millions. The White House has been occupied 
by a succession of drunkards, fools, schemers, 
buffoons, philanderers, scoundrels, and third· 
rate hacks from Missouri. 

We gasp at such infringements as Water
gate, the plumbers, and CIA domestic spy
ing. Lincoln suspended habeas corpus. In-
1917, if you got _up on a box and denounced 
President Wilson, you'd get fingered by the 
American Protective League and hauled off 
to the slammer. Socialism wasn't merely 
suspect then; it was criminal. 

The Arabs aren't the first to put the arm 
on . us. We've gotten the same treatment 
from the British, the French, the Germans, 
t he Canadia~s. Barbary Coast pirates, Mexi
can bandits, and the United Nations. 
- Viet Nrun lsn"t our flrst mnttary failure. 

We lost--the War of 1812. We made- fools of 

ourselves in the Punitive Expedition. We 
won "the war to end all wars," dictated the 
peace terms, created the League of Nations, 
and all of Europe went to hell almost in
stantly. 

"Mighty Detroit" has been humbled with 
great regillarity-some six times since 1946. 
In the 1930s, all of American industry was 
humbled. The :financial community went ber
serk on 1969·s "Black Friday." The whole 
country did the same thing durlng the panics 
of 1873, 1884, and 1907. 

Ours has been a history of riots, plagues, 
famines, assassinations, lynching, scandals, 
sectionalism, segregation, :fiscal disast ers, and 
nincompoopish leadership. 

But the point is, here we still are. As can 
be said of few other countries and no other 
democracy, we are governing ourselves in 
the same manner as we did nearly 200 years 
ago. Leaders have come and gone with con
stitutional regularity and (discounting the 
bedlam of the national conventions] in a 
consistently orderly and democratic manner. 

Despite all our troubles, we enjoy more 
liberty and a higher standard of living than 
any other country in the world-more than 
we ever have before. 

What the man should tell the child is, 
"Hang in there." 

Or, if it were my kid: "Shut up and eat 
your steak or I won't let you have the keys 
to the snowmobile." 

VETERANS 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, while 

the World Wars may seem like light years 
away because of all that has happened 
since on both our foreign and domestic 
fronts, in reality, it has not been so very 
long since these wars were a way of life. 
The veterans of these wars are still alive 
and need our help. I have before me a 
resolution drawn up by the Veterans of 
World War I of the U.S.A. which under
lines the necessity for care for the vet
erans of World Wars I and II. Many of 
these people, as stated in the resolution, 
are old, without families, and in the low 
income category. The services at this 
point in time are not adequate for their 
needs. Because of the dearth of available 
rooms at the existing ·VA facilities, some 
of the veterans have been forced to go to 
commercial nursing homes. While these 
institutions do their best, they cannot 
provide all of the services at hand; and, 
unfortunately, for some they are simply 
too expensive. 

Most of us here today have partici
pated in some field of the Armed Forces, 
be it in the World Wars or after. Just as 
these veterans showed their concern by 
fighting for our country in its time of 
need, so too must we show ours by work
ing to enact legislation so as not to neg
lect these people in their time of distress. 

I know that.my fellow Members of Con
gress join me in my realization of the 
vitalne,ss of this resolution from the Vet
erans of World War I, and I therefore ask 
una~ous consent that this resolution 
be Printed in the RECORD. 

There ·J>:eing 'no objection, the resolu
tion was ord~i:ed to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas, the Veterans of World War I of 

the U.S.A., Inc. Department of South Caro-

lina, held their annual convention at Colum
bia, South Carolina, on July 12th and 13th, 
1975, and 

Whereas, we feel careful and immediate 
attention be given as a number one priority 
for W.W.I and W.W.II Veterans for addi
tional Home Nursing Care beds in the new 
hospital at Columbia, South Carolina, by 
reserving the wing for this purpose now 
being used at the Columbia V.A. Hospital 
in addition to those which will be allotted 
to the new hospital, which apparently will 
be about one hundred fifty (150) beds, and 

Whereas, in urging attention as above out
lined, the average age of W.W.I Veterans is 
now about 80 and many W.W.II Veterans 
are over 65 years, and 

Whereas, the need for Home Nursing care 
for aging Veterans becomes more acute as 
many are without dependents and most are 
in the low income category, and 

Whereas, it appears that the aging and 
disabled Veterans are being transferred to 
commercial nursing homes, which in anum
ber of instances are inadequate and unsatis
factory as to the service and the charges at 
these nursing homes has greatly increased, 
and 

Whereas, it is our belief that the Veterans 
Administration and Veterans Hospitals 
should provide enough Home Nursing Care 
in the V .A. Hospitals to protect those who 
gave service in past Wars, and 

Whereas, it. appears that W.W.I Veterans 
apparently have been forgotten as they grow 
older and are never considered when benefits 
for them are presented to the Congress, now 
therefore 

Be it Resol't•ed by the Veterans of W.W.I in 
convention assembled urge upon Congress 
to study the plight of Veterans as above set 
out and take steps 'to remedy a serious situa
tion that affects the well being of .the sick 
and disabled as time is now of e ·sence in 
giving help and assistance, and -

Be it further Resolved that a copy of this 
resolution be sent the United States Sena
tors and Congressmen from this state and 
copies given the press. 

REPORT OF THE U.S. INTERNA
TIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the Con
gress has renamed the U.S. Tariff Com
mission as the U.S. International Trade 
Commission and has materially changed 
the duties and responsibilities of that 
Commission. The chairman and the vice 
chairman are rotated every 18 months. 

I ask unanimous consent to have print
ed in the RECORD a letter and report of 
the chairman and the vice chairman for 
the period of 1971-75. 

There ·being no objection, the letter 
and report were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as fo~lows: 
U.S. INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION, 

Washington, D.C., July 8, 1975. 
Hon. CARL T. CURTIS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CURTIS; On June 16, 1975, we 
completed four years of service as Chairman 
and Vice Chairman of the U.S. Tariff Com
mission and its successor agency, the u.s. 
International Trade Commission. On June 17, 
1975, & new Chairman and Vice Chairman 
assumed these responsibillties under a pro
vision of the Trade Act of 1974 which pro .. 
vldes for the rotation of these positions every 
eighteen months. 

Enclosed is & brief review of our steward· 
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ship during our tenure in office. It att.empts 
to outline some of the problems we faced, 
what we were able to accomplish, and major 
goals for Commission action in the future. 

It was a pleasure to serve as Chairman and 
Vice Chairman during these years, and we 
would like to express to you our appreciation 
for the support and cooperation given by 
your Commission to this agency. We look 
forward to a continuing relationship with 
you as Commissioners. 

With best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

CATHERINE BEDELL. 

JOSEPH 0. PARKER. 

A REPORT ON STEWARDSHIP 

(By Catherine Bedell, Chairman, and Joseph 
0. Parker, Vice Chairman, U.S. Interna
tional Trade Commission) 
On June 16, 1975, we completed four years 

of service as Chairman and Vice Chairman 
of the United States Tariff Commission and 
its successor agency, the United States In
ternational Trade Commission. On June 17, 
1975, a new Chairman and Vice Chairman 
of the Commission assumed these respon
sibilities under a provision of the Trade Act 
of i974 which provides for the rotation of 
these two positions every eighteen months. 

it is with this in mind that we are sub
mitting a brief review of our stewardship 
for the last four years--one Oif the ·busiest 
and most challenging periods in the Com
mission's 59-year history. 

Upon the assumption of the duties of our 
offices, we began studying, reviewing and 
analyzing the work of the Commission in 
order to make an assessment of its operations 
and the performance of its statutory respon
sibilities. 

We found a number of weaknesses and 
deficiencies. The Commission did not have 
an organizational structure with well-defined 
lines of authority and responsibility that 
provided for the kind of supervision and co
ordination necessary to achieve an efficient 
operation. The principal units or divisions 
of the Commission tended to operate more 
or less autonomously. 

The agency was struggling to meet a sharp
ly rising workload. Investigations to be con
ducted pursuant to statutory direction had 
more than tripled over the previous year. 
Complex studies of major significance t•e
quested by the President and the Congress 
pertaining to the competitiveness of U.S. in
dustry, multinational enterprises, customs 
valuation, and tariff and non-tariff trade 
barriers were far behind schedule. Appropri
ate administrative controls were varied and 
inadequate. A professional staff of unique 
expertise and ability had been weakened by 
declinhig appropriations and was in need 
Oif better direction to meet the increased 
workload and the new demands being made 
on the Commission. There was an urgent 
need for modern management and personnel 
techniques. The building was in a poor 
state of repair. Working conditions were 
inefficient and in need of upgrading. 

On the basis of our analyses, it was ap
parent that the agency was understaffed and 
underbudgeted and was ill prepared to cope 
with either the demands being placed upon 
it by a rapidly mounting caseload, or with 
the demands being placed upon it by the 
President and the Congress because of pro
spective international trade negotiations. 

After defining the nature of the Commis
sion's problems, our first step was to set up 
procedures to expedite the completion of 
pending m-ajor studies. A number of oth~r 
actions were taken to assure th~t the agency 
would fulfill its statutory responsibilities and 
impr<>ve its capability to be more responsive 

to the needs of the Executive and Legislative 
Branches of government. 

The assistance and support of the Execu
tive and Legislative Branches in a budget 
and staff building process were sought and 
obtained. Appropriations increased from $4.4 
million in FY 1971 to $8.9 mlllion in FY 1975. 
The Commission's authorized ceiling of per
manent positions for the same period in
creased from 255 to 400. 

Concurrently with the budget and staff 
building process, consideration was given to 
the whole question of improved management 
and organizational effectiveness. Previous 
management studies and executive reorga
nization plans in which recommendations 
had been made but never adopted were 
reviewed. 

At the Commission's request, the Office of 
Management and Budget brought together 
a group of experts from the Civil Service 
Commission and other departments of the 
Federal Government to assist in analyzing 
the Commission's internal <>rganization and 
administrative and management procedures. 
The report of this expert group was sub
mitted to the Commission for its considera
tion. 

Upon further analysis of this and other 
reports, the Commission instructed the staff 
to develop a reorganization plan designed to 
meet specific needs. As the Commission was 
about to take action on these recommenda
tions, the Congress began its consideration of 
legislation which ultimately became the 
Trade Act of 1974. The Chairman of the Sen
ate Committee on Finance requested the 
Commission to defer action on any internal 
organization decision until the Congress had 
worked its wlll on the Commission's statu
tory functions, and it had had the benefit of 
the views of the General Accounting Office.1 

we have been advised that the General Ac
counting Office has completed its review, and 
the report of the Comptroller General has 
recently been forwarded to the Senate Fi
nance Committee. 

While reorganization was aimed at the 
long-range overall improvement of the 
agency's operations, it was necessary for the 
Commission to take a number of actions that 
enabled it to conduct more efficiently its 
day-to-day operations within the existing 
organization. The Commission established 
the position of Executive Director and dele
gated to that office extensive responsibilities 
for internal administrative minutiae which 
gave the Commission more time to devote to 
substantive p<>licy. 

An Office of Personnel and Management 
Systems was established. That otnce has en
abled the Commission to improve personnel 
management and to assure compliance with 
Civil Service Commission regulations and 
requirements, thus meeting the criticisms 
that had been made by the Civil Service 
Commission. This has resulted in major im
provements in the Commission's recruitment 
techniques and procedures, and enabled the 
Commission to meet its personnel needs more 
expeditiously. 

A survey and review was also made of the 
Commission's records management capability 
with assistance from the National Archives 
and Record Service. This review disclosed a 
number of deficiencies, which are being 
corrected. 

Historical records and other records not 
needed on a current basis have been trans
ferred to Archives. 

Important steps were also taken to im-

1 The Commission had earlier requested 
assistance from the General Accounting Office 
but was advised that it would not be able to 
respond because of its pending workload. 

prove the working environment for Commis
sion employees, including building renova
tions and an upgrading of otnce space and 
facilities and an overall improvement of em
ployee work conditions. Internal communi
cations have been improved. Greater use has 
been made of automatic data processing, 
microfiche, and other mechanical aids to im
prove the quality and capability of the Com
mission's work and to improve work pro
ductivity. 

While taking these steps, work continued 
on the long-term goal of improving and 
strengthening the Commission in all areas 
of responsibility. Requests were made and ap
proval was given by the General Services Ad
ministration and the Congress for a major 
renovation of the Commission building 
which is designed to bring the building up to 
Federal standards in all respects. All the nec
essary preparatory work has been done, and 
the course of direction has been set on the 
$5.7 million program. 

One of our major goals, that of the efficient 
reorganize. tion of the agency has not yet 
been accomplished. In our judgment, this is 
essential if the Commission is to carry out 
its responsibilities efficiently and to provide 
the assistance to the Congress and the Presi
dent that is expected. As heretofore indi
cated, our work in this respect was inter
rupted, but the major studies and analyses 
have been completed. The problems have 
been identified, and the course of the direc
tion is clear. As soon as the report is re
ceived from the Comptroller General and the 
Commission has heard further from the 
Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, 
it will be in a position to complete its re
organizational task. 

In our judgment, with improved reorgani
zational effectiveness, the Commission can 
establish and maintain a higher state of 
readiness and be in a position to provide the 
Congress and the President with timely ad
vice and economic foresight on the compli
cated issues relating to international trade. 

THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1976 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Sen
ate on July 22 considered and passed by 
voice vote the conference report on H.R. 
6950, the Legislative Branch Appropri
ations Act for 1976. This report was well 
within the budget resolution, and I be
lieve it would be useful to set out for the 
RECORD the details. This bill includes ap
propriations for fiscal 1976 and the 
transition quarter from July 1, 1976, to 
September 30, 1976, for the Senate, the 
House of Representatives, joint items of 
the Senate and the House, the Office of 
Technology Assessment, the Architect 

~of the Capitol, the Botanic Garden, the 
Library of Congress, the Government 
Printing Office, the General Accounting 
Office, and the Cost-Accounting Stand
ards Bureau. 

The conference report provides for ap
propriations totaling $827.5 million for 
fiscal 1976 and $207.4 million for the 
transition quarter to the new fiscal year. 
This compares with requests submitted 
in the President's February budget, and 
taken into consideration during the prep
aration of our congressional budget res
olution, aggregating $835.9 million for 
fiscal 1976 and $209 million for the 
transition quarter relating to the items 
in the legislative branch appropriations 
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bill. Thus. the conference report consti
tutes reductions of $8.4 million and $1.6 
million for fiscal 1976 and the transition 
quarter respectively when compared with 
the budget resolution. 

After the President's budget was sub
mitted in February, revised budget re
quests increased the total requests con
sidered by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee to $838.2 million for fiscal 
1976, and $209.7 million for the transi
tion quarter. The conference report rec
ommends reductions of $10.7 million and 
$2.3 million for fiscal1976 and the transi
tion quarter respectively when compared 
with these revised budget estimates. 
With respect to outlays, comparable re
ductions will occur. 

So that we can tie together the report 
of the conferees with the scorekeeping 
efforts on the part of the Senate Budget 
Committee of which I am chairman, let 
me say that the revised budget requests 
for the legislative branch appropriations 
totaled $853.7 million, when a $15.5 mil
lion item for the site acquisition for a 
Government Printing Office facility is 
included. 

This request was withdrawn before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee con
sidered this bill. The Senate Appropria
tions Committee considered requests for 
$838.2 million for new budget n.uthority 
for fiscal 1976, and as the conference re
port shows, this report now before us 
represents a $10.7 million reduction in 
those requests. 

The aggregate budget :figures in H.R. 
6950, the Legislative Branch Appropria
tions Act, are distributed over three 
functions of the budget. The Office of 
Copyright Funds are in function 400 and 
are about $7 million, the items for the 
Library of Congress except the Office of 
Copyright and the Congressional Re
search Service are in function 500 and 
total about $93 million, and the other 
items in this bill for the legislative 
branch including the Congressional Re
search Service are in function 800 and 
total about $727 million. 

I am pleased that the amounts recom
mended by the conferees come within 
the target totals which the Congress 
adopted in the first budget resolution. 
While that resolution did not attempt to 
establish mandatory functional ceilings 
for the budget, the budget committees of 
the Senate and the House did have func
tional totals to serve as guidelines for 
the Congress and to provide a bench
mark for the second concurrent resolu
tion. 

I point this out so that we may keep in 
mind as we move toward the second con
current resolution that we must care
fully put together the pieces of spending 
authority in order to achieve the goals 
we adopted on May 14 in the first con
current resolution. The process is new, 
but it is working far better than most of 
us could envisage only a few short 
months ago. It is working because of the 
devotion of the members of the commit
tees to the disciplines inaugurated under 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

So, I compliment the Senator from 

South Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGS) and his 
colleagues on the conference committee 
for bringing in a bill that is within the 
budgetary ceilings established in the first 
concurrent resolution. 

MERIT SYST~i WINKS AT POLIT
ICAL KLUNKS, HASSLES THE 
QUALIFIED 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, the Fed
eral Government seems somewhat on a 
par with rabbits-it keeps multiplying. 
We continue to heap program upon 
program, and the number of employees 
of the Government keeps growing in or
der to keep up with the new additions. It 
is certainly a time when we need quali
fied professional people to supervise our 
agencies while Congress attempts to 
wade through the mess and cut out 
waste. All too often, the hiring of such 
professionals can be a long and tedious 
undertaking. 

In an article writtel by Leonard Reed 
of the Washington Star, the troubles of 
respective Federal agencies in hiring 
professionals is amply explained. The ar
ticle is entitled "Merit System Winks at 
Political Klunks, Hassles the Qualified." 
I ask unanimous consent that this article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

"MERIT SYSTEM" WINKS AT POLITICAL 
KLUNKS, HASSLES THE QUALIFIED 

(By Leonard Reed) 
Back in 1940, while in graduate studies, I 

regarded the merit system of the federal civil 
service with a degree of awe. Yes, we knew 
that the system, which had been established 
to encourage the growth of a career federal 
service safe from political raids, had devel
oped certain infirmities. But, stlll. 

Thirty-five years later, and having recently 
left the federal service, I read with a differ
ent perspective of agencies under investiga
tion for attemping to bypass the merit sys
tem in their hiring practices. 

My career was not in administrative cir
cles but in government's fourth estate. My 
experience has been almost entirely with one 
agency, the United States Information 
Agency, but I have no reason to believe that 
that agency's relationship to the merit sys
tem is unique among government agencies. 
Nor do I think the hiring of editorial people 
differs much in process from hiring a num
ber of other kinds of craftsmen. 

It was my experience that when talented 
writers, editors, announcers, photographers, 
etc., were hired at USIA, it was invariably 
after the Civil Service Commission had tried 
to prevent the recruitment or else had been 
too tired to make much of a fuss. Too often, 
unfortunately, the obstruction was suffici
ently stubborn and persistent to cause the 
loss of the talented prospect. 

As a result, in addition to a core of su
perior people, USIA over the years has come 
to carry on its payroll enough incompetent 
"professionals" to constitute a sizeable im
position on the American taxpayer. That the 
Voice of America still manages to maintain 
fairly high broadcas t standards and that 
other elements of USIA still can turn out 
some creditable products is due not to the 
hiring accomplished through the so-called 
merit system but to the doggedness of a few 
qualified professionals and their efforts in 
bypassing that system. 

The good motives of the people who man 
the civil service apparatus are not in ques
tion. The apparatus itself is woefully wrong. 

Let us take a not-too-hypothetical case of 
a USIA magazine editor who has an opening 
for a photographer. He learns that Jack 
Smith, a fine magazine photographer for
merly with Life, is available and sufficiently 
interested to fill out the necessary forms. 

A couple of weeks go by and our editor 
asks the personnel people to whom he has 
give_n Jack's forms whether anything is hap
penmg. 

Yes, he's told, it's "over at the commis
sion." 

Some more weeks go by. Jack calls up. Our 
editor renews his pestering. 

Fact is, the personnel man tells him, the 
commission is being balky. It has a list of 
qualified candidates and it won't grant an 
"exception" for Smith without a "justifica
tion." One of the candidates on the list is 
particularly strong .... 

So, a few days later, the personnel history 
of the eommission's candidate arrives for our 
editor's perusal. He turns out to have 20 
years of experience as a newsreel photog
rapher. To the commission, a photographer 
is a photographer, and the editor now has to 
state in writing why this is not the right man 
for the job. 

Now, mind you, no question of "merit" is 
involved: The newsreel man simply filled out 
a form, was routinely put on a list and then 
mismatched against a job he probably would 
never have applied for. More time elapses as 
the con:mussion ponders the "justtiication," 
suspecting, perhaps, that it's a bureaucratic 
dodge to get a crony into a job. Jack Smith 
calls up to say, never mind, he's taken an
other job. 

If our editor is a particularly lucky fellow 
something else may happen. The personnel 
man may call him and say, look, we've got a 
problem you have to help us out on. We've 
got this fellow the White House sent over 
who takes pict·nres-he used to work for 
Look or something. Can you talk to him, at 
least? 

Our editor, who has been around, knows 
that the White House-any White House
indiscri~nately sends people over, a good 
proportion of whom are klunks. If our edi
tor is any good, he knows how to shunt the 
klunks off into someone else's bailiwick. But, 
he also knows that if he finds that one of 
these candidates has the right qualifications 
he's going to be able to hire him on the spot: 
Without delay. Without one single peep from 
the Civil Service Commission. (It might even 
turn out to be Jack Smith.) 

The irony, of course, is that the Civil Serv
ice Commission, which came into being to 
professionalize the federal service by protect
ing it against political lnfiuence, is obsequi
ous before political power but fairly effective 
in frustrating the l'ecruitment of qualified 
professionals. 

So much for the hiring end of the merit 
system. The firing, or rather non-firing, end 
is too well known to need much space here. 
Suffice it to sa.y that the federal worker, no 
matter what his degree of competence, is fire
proof (except, again ironically, when he be~ 
comes a political embarrassment.) Lacking 
the winnowing out process of most private 
enterprises, the federal service becomes sat
urated with incompetents. The only way, 
then, that it can function with even a mocll
cum of efficiency is to add more people. The 
competent ones will get the work done, 
make-work will be found and justified for 
the others. (At the Voice of America, we had 
a half-serious plan to set up two parallel 
broadcast systems, identical in every respect 
except that in one of the systems the final 



July 28, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25407 
scripts would be voiced into microphones 
which were not plugged in.) 

The resultant overstaffing and low effi
ciency generates a nationwide scorn which, 
while fully justified, is excruciatingly unfair 
t;o those people who make the agencies func
t ion. 

T he use of the federal service as a pay-off 
for political favors is a criminal disservice to 
t he people of this country. What we need is 
a. thorough overhaul of federal hiring and 
firing procedures. And we can be sure that the 
bureaucracy will prot ect itself against that 
threat. 

SOVIET OCEAN POLICY 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, as 

chairman of the Senate's National Ocean 
Policy Study, I feel it extremely im..;>or
tant to call to this body's attention the 
fact that the ocean and naval policy of 
the Soviet Union is making ever-greater 
strides in its competition for world domi
nation. An effort by the National Ocean 
Policy Study to examine this develop
ment resulted in the report, entitled 
"Soviet Ocean Activities: A Preli:rninary 
Survey," which clearly shows that within 
the last two decades, the Soviet Union 
has emerged as a major maritime nation, 
capable of utilizing the oceans and their 
resources to serve Soviet domestic and 
international economic and military 
interests. 

An article in today's Washington Post 
by George C. Wilson further scores the 
need for the leadership of the United 
States to recognize the impact of the 
growth of Soviet maritime and :::uwal 
power in the world. The article recounts 
an interview with retired Adm. Elmo R. 
Zumwalt, the former Chief of Naval 
Operations, who believes that the Soviet 
Navy has achieved at least a powc::· parity 
with the U.S. Navy, and that Soviet Adm. 
Sergei G. Gorshkov is the most effective 
naval leader in modern times. I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of this 
article appear at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, it is 

clear from the preliminary report of the 
National Ocean Policy Study that such 
rapid and successful developments by the 
Soviet Union have challenged U.S. 
ocean interests and have been due in 
large measure to the high priority 
placed upon maritime policy within the 
U.S.S.R. and the centralized adminis
tration of ocean affairs existing within 
the Soviet Union. In comparison U.S. 
marine affairs policy has often been dis
jointed, redundant, and misdirected. 

I would like to advise my colleagues 
that because of the great significance 
which should be attached to the develop
ment of such policy within the U.S.S.R., 
I have directed that the National Ocean 
Policy Study undertake a major exami
nation of Soviet ocean policy. This work 
will be ably coordinated by the Congres
sional Research Service of the Library 
of Congress along with the NOPS staff, 
drawing upon the Nation's most eminent 

scholars and experts in the field of S<lviet 
ocean policy. This report should be avail
able in January 1976. 

In addition, Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the principal findings 
of the NOPS study of Soviet policy, 
which was recently released, be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarb>. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 2.) 
EXHIBIT 1 

[From the Washington Post, July 28, 1975] 
SOVIET NAVY PLANS BETTER THAN U .S . , 

ZUMWALT SAYS 

(By George C. Wilson) 
The retired American admiral, still a sym

bol of the new Navy, had no trouble answer
ing the embarrassing question with what 
some might consider an embarrassing an
swer. 

Who, Adm. Elmo R. Zumwalt was asked, 
has been the most effective naval leader in 
modern times? The former chief of naval 
operations--himself a widely acclaimed 
naval leader-replied: Sergei G. Gorshkov. 

Gorshkov is commander of the Soviet navy. 
Zumwalt spoke admiringly of Gorhskov in 

an interview in his Rosslyn penthouse office 
overlooking the seats of power in Washing
ton. Gorshkov, Zumwalt said, has trans
formed the Soviet navy from a branch of 
pitiful coastal boats under the army's con
trol to a first-class fighting force, challeng
ing American Navy supremacy throughout 
t he world. 

The Soviet navy has progressed so far, 
Zumwalt said, that if the U.S. Navy he de
ployed during the Yom Kippur war of 1973 
had battled the Soviet navy in the Medi
terranean, "the odds are very high that they 
would have won and we would have lost." 

How can Zumwalt say that about a United 
States versus Soviet Union battle in the 
Mediterranean-long an American "lake" 
controlled by the mighty 6th Fleet of air
craft carriers and dest royers? How can he 
say that when the U.S. Navy has been get
ting billions of dollars every year since the 
end of World War II-and is getting more 
than any other U.S. milit ary service now? 

Zumwalt's answers to those and ot her 
qu estions present a certain view of the So
viet navy-admittedly a hawkish view. But 
t he recently retired admiral is freer to speak 
n ow than when he was chief of naval opera
tions from mid-1970 to mid-1974. And he 
has expertise on both the U.S. and the Soviet 
navies--expertise that is independent of the 
political ambitions he has been displaying 
of late to run as a Democrat for a U.S. Sen
ate seat from Virginia. 

Zumwalt contended that the Soviet n aval 
t hreat has been understated to the public, 
charging that Secretary of State Henry A. 
Kissinger did not reveal a Soviet ultimatum 
to the United States during the Yom Kippur 
war for fear of endangering detente. 

The admiral also asserted that Congress 
must curb Adm. Hyman G. Rickover, deputy 
commander for nuclear propulsion within 
t he Naval Sea Systems Command and a 
political power in his own right, or else the 
nation will squander its ship-building money 
on an overweight Navy that the Russians 
could defeat. 

Speaking with no trace of anger or bitter
ness, Zumwalt disclosed why Gorshkov had 
the upper hand in the Mediterranean in 1973. 
with a statement made on May 23 by Navy 
Secretary J. William Middendorf II that 
American ships in the Mediterranean during 
t he Yom Kippur war "gave tile United States 

sufficient strength of military postm·e to dis
courage physical intervention." 

The United States had to back down in 
the face of a Soviet ultimatum, Zumwalt 
said, partly because Gorshkov had U.S. ships 
outnumbered in the Mediterranean, 98 to 
65, and could have attacked U.S. carriers and 
other warships with airplanes :flying in from 
four directions. 

Soviet planes had bases in Egypt, Syria, the 
Crimea and Yugoslavia-virtually surround
ing the U.S. 6th Fleet in the Mediterranean
while "we didn't have a single land base in 
the area" because none of America's allies 
would allow their land or airspace to be used 
to help Israel, Zumwalt said. 

As the Israeli troops encircled Egypt 's 
prized 3d Army and threatened to annihilate 
it, Zumwalt said, Soviet leaders sent a "sav
age" ultimatum to President Nixon to pull 
back the Israeli forces or else Russian troops 
would rescue the Egyptians. 

If Kissinger had given the American peo
ple "an accurate report of the situation at 
t hat time, Zumwalt said, " it would have in
dicated that detente was working very 
poorly." 

The United States, said Zumwalt, pres
sured the Israelis to spare the 3d Army-as 
demanded by the Soviets- and the Israelis 
did. 

Besides forcing the United States to back 
down, Zumwalt contended, the Soviet Union, 
with its strong hand in the Mediterranean, 
benefited from the Yom Kippur war because 
of: 

Economic damage to the United States and 
its allies with the oil embargo and later quad
rupling of oil prices. 

The "radicalization" of Third World coun
t ries whose economic and farm policies were 
crippled by the high price of oil. 

The opening of the Suez Canal for the 
Soviet navy, shortening its route to the In
dian Ocean by thousands of miles. 

The demonstration of the economic vul
nerability of North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
t ion nations and others to a cutting of sea 
lanes. 

"The trends are going against us," Zum
walt said, despite talk of detente. He pre
dicted Gorshkov will continue to enlarge the 
Soviet navy and to obtain land bases for it 
around the world-with Somalia, where the 
Russians have a missile repair facility, the 
beginning of this projection power. 

Zumwalt acknowledged that the U.S. and 
Soviet navies have different missions--with 
American ships responsible for keeping sea 
lanes open and Soviet ships able to concen
trate on cutting them. Thus, the U.S. and 
Soviet navies cannot be carbon copies of each 
ot her. 

Although American ships cover more of the 
ocean, Zumwalt said the lighter and more 
varied Soviet navy is not to build big nuclear 
s urface ships. 

"It is quite clear we're spending our money 
wrong," Zumwalt said. 

Granting that the submarine "is a different 
beast," and in most cases justifies the use of 
nuclear power, he charged that the U.S. Navy 
has gone overboard in putting nuclear plant s 
in so many surface ships. 

"It has been quite clear to analysts on bot h 
sides," said Zumwalt of the American and 
Soviet navies, "that there is a limit beyond 
which nuclear power ought not to go. 

"But Adm. Rickover," he said, "and the 
nuclear-prone Congress are emotionaly con
vinced that nuclear power is the be-an and 
the end-all. The advantages have been over
stated. 

"Once you go beyond the aircraft carrier, it 
is absolutely foolish. to be building nuclear
propelled surface ships." 
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Because o! the extra cost of nuclea.r power, 

Zumwalt continued, "we give up five conven
tionally powered patrol ships for a single 
nuclear-powered frigate." 

Significantly, he added. Gorshkov "has 
never built a nuclear-powered surface ship" 
for his fighting navy. But, said Zumwalt, 
Gorshkov has not had to contend with a 
Rickover, either. 

"Rickover does recognize that he works 
for the President of the United States or 
the Navy,'' charged Zumwalt. "He works for 
the Congress. 

"Adm. Rickover has done some very good 
things for the Navy, but needs to be con
trolled." And Congress is the only authority 
that can control him, he added. 

Today's U.S. Navy, in contrast to its 
Soviet counterpart, "has too many nuclear 
ships" under construction or planned, 
"which are catastrophically overpriced," 
Zumwalt said. 

Gorshkov's big advantage in building the 
Soviet navy since becoming its commander 
in chief in June, 1956, at the age of 46, has 
been his freedom to implement the prod
uct "of good analytical work,'' Zumwalt 
said. 

This freedom has made Gorshkov "by all 
odds the most successful naval advocate" 
in the world today, said Zumwalt, who cur
rently is president of Americans for Energy 
Independence, a nonprofit, nongovernment 
organization. He also is a consultant on de
fense planning for private research groups. 

Zumwalt detailed his frustration in try
ing to implement "good analytical work" 
while chief of naval operations for four 
years." 

Sixty days after taking office, he said, the 
Navy drafted and placed on the desks of then 
Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird a.nd 
President Nixon a blueprint for moderniz
ing the Navy-a document called Project 60. 

This design called for lightening the 
Navy-bufilding faster and smaller ships 
to cover more ocean at the expense of more 
giant nuclear-power vessels. 

Declaring that President Nixon and the 
Secretary of Defense had approved Project 
60-which included the nuclear-powered 
ships Rickover championed, an aircraft 
carrier, a new class of attack submarine and 
the Trident missile firing submarine
Zumwalt charged that Rickover torpedoed 
the nonnuclear part of Project 60 once it 
got to Congress. 

"Rickover killed the sea-control ship, de
layed the patrol frigate, delayed the hydro
foil ship,'' he said. "As a result, we got 
half of what we would have gotten in four 
years if it had not been for Rickover's ob
struction. We achieved something halfway 
between an intelligent program and the 
Rickover program." 

One reason Zumwalt and his backers 
were willing to go to lighter ships was that 
ship-to-ship missiles were evening the odds 
between the Davids and the Goliaths of the 
sea. Egypt's sinking in October, 1967, of 
the Israeli destroyer Eilath with a surface
to-surface missile fired from a torpedo boat 
provided dramatic evidence of the improved 
odds. 

Another reason was their conviction that 
the modern U.S. Navy had to increase the 
number of ships it could buy with a limited 
budget by building smaller vessels. 

"You can cut sea lines of communication 
with submarines,'' Zumwalt said of the need 
for a lot of ships, "but you can't use them 
(sea shipping lines) with submarines. As 
long as you have to import 69 of 72 critical 
resources, you have got to be able to de!end 
surface ships." 

Gorshkov knows this, ZUlllwalt said, and is 
designing his navy accordingly. Countries 
outside the Soviet orbit that must have raw 
materials will decide "you're better off mak
ing comprotnises" with the Russians rather 
than risk being cut off, he said. 

"I don't see a war at all," Zumwalt con
tinued. But Gorshkov with his navy and 
other Kremlin leaders with their military 
might will use their forces "in a very so
phisticated way, forcing us to back down,'' 
he said. 

Gorshkov and fellow Kremlin leaders, 
Zumwalt predicted will continue to push 
diplomatically and militarily wherever and 
whenever they sense a vulnerable situation 
for the West. Gorshkov will keep building 
more naval bases in the Indian Ocean and 
elsewhere to project Soviet power. Zumwalt 
predicted, and will increase the size of his 
naval infantry-the Russian marines. 

The Soviet fieet, he further predicted, will 
span the spectrum from small patrol boats 
with big weapons to carriers with V/STOL 
(vertical and short takeoff and landing) air
craft to project power in Africa and Latin 
America. 

What then does Zumwalt think should be 
done about the &>viet naval threat to the 
United States and its allies? 

Zumwalt recommended increasing the an
nual defense budget by $10 billion to help 
right the military balance. He said the Soviet 
Union, according to Central Intelligence 
Agency figures, is outspending the United 
States by about 20 percent on military 
programs. 

He also said Congress must reject Rick
over's advice to build an all-nuclear com
bat Navy and must buy more conventionally 
powered ships with the same amount of 
dollars. 

(A spokesman for Rickover said the ad
mira.l would have no comment on Zumwalt's 
statements about him.) 

Under Secretary of the Navy David S. Pot
ter said in an interview that "the global sit· 
uation has changed" since Zumwalt drew 
his Project 60 blueprint--with the loss of 
Vietnam and the Navy's commitment to it 
one case in point. 

"We're right now in the middle of a very 
timely reinquiry into what sizing of the U.S. 
Navy we're talking about," Potter said. "Our 
p1·esent direction is not at all that bad. In 
fact, I think it is pretty good." 

The U.S. Navy does not need more money 
to combat the Soviet navy, said a longtime 
boat rocker and naval strategist, retired Rear 
Adm. George H. Miller. Instead, he argued, 
U.S. Navy and government leaders should 
look beyond the question of what kind and 
how many ships should be built. 

"We don't know how to deal before we 
drop the bomb," Miller said in calllng for 
more emphasis on economic competition, in
stead of military competition, to pull both 
powers back from the bomb. 

"We have no options. Instead of trying to 
trade with North Korea, for example, all we 
talk about is dropping the bomb on them," 
Miller said. 

Conten<ling that the Soviet Union, by ex• 
ploiting the combined leverage of its navy 
and merchant marine, is conquering the 
world without firing a shot, Miller said: "We 
should recognize this nonshooting war is 
still war" and develop a national maritime 
policy. 

FINDINGS 

1. Soviet maritime policy became global 
under Nikita Khrushchev and under cur
rent leadership promises to stay in the world 
arena and challenge U.S. preeminence. 

2. Unlike fragmented U.S. maritime policy, 
Soviet policy unifies the many facets of 
ocean activities. The central unifying forces 
are the Soviet navy and the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union. 

3. By expanding all facets of its maritime 
capability, the Soviet Union may attain the 
position of .overriding dominance of the 
oceans occupied until recently by the United 
States and earlier by Great Britain. 

4. Now is the time for an assessment by 

American policy makers of the implications 
of future Soviet maritime dominance. If 
dominance in one or more facets of mari
time affairs is viewed as unacceptable to u.s. 
interests, then, appropriate corrective or 
counter actions may be in order at this time. 

5. While Naval developments are not dis
cussed in any detail, the Soviet Navy is ex
panding very rapidly, and its naval strategy 
has shifted from a basically defensive pos
ture towards inclusion of an offensive ca
pability, appropriate for making global polit
ical impact and challenging the United 
States presence in many areas not contiguous 
to the Soviet Union. 

6. Within a period of two decades, the So
viet Union has emerged from a primarily 
coastal fishing nation to one of the most 
modern-if not the most modern-of fishing 
nations in the world and is likely to become 
the dominant fishing nation of the world in 
the near future. In contrast, with the excep
tion of its distant-water tuna and shrimp 
fisheries, the development of U.S. fisheries 
has been largely stagnant. 

7. The Soviet merchant marine moved 
from the 23rd to the 6th place on the list 
of the major merchant fleets of the world. 
In contrast, the United States moved from 
the first to the eighth place over the same 
1946 to 1974 period. Congressional and Exec
utive action in 1970 was instrumental in 
stopping further decline. 

8. The Soviet Union emerged from an in
ferior position in oceanography in the period 
following World War II to one of overall 
capabilities comparable with the United 
States today. 

9. The Soviet Union is active in develop
ing placer deposits of minerals on its conti
nental shelf but is not known to have the 
capability to mine manganese nodules from 
the deep-seabed. In contrast, the United 
States mines only sand, gravel and shells 
from is continental shelf but has the tech
nology capability to mine manganese nodules 
from the deep-seabed. 

10. The Soviet Union has one of the most 
extensive continental shelves of the world. 
Altohugh the country produces only about a 
fifth of the U.S. offshore oil production, 
about 70 percent of the Soviet continental 
shelf offers good oil and gas prospects. 

11. The Soviet Union is behind the United 
States in offshore drilling and production 
technology but is attempting to overcome 
this problem by importing capital-embodied 
technology in the form of drilling rigs and 
equipment from Western countries. 

12. The Soviet Union is concerned about 
oil pollution, but Soviet authorities believe 
the offshore drilling is now so environmen
tally safe that "literally not even one drop 
of pollution-causing liquid falls into the 
sea." 

13. The Soviet position on the Law of the 
Sea is consistent with that of a major ocean 
power with diversified interests in the seven 
seas. In contrast, some experts believe that 
during the negotiations on the Third Law 
of the Sea Conference, the executive branch 
of the U.S. Government did not at all times 
follow a policy consistent with the national 
interest of the United States as a major 
maritime power. 

14. The Soviet Union presently lags behind 
the U.S. in manned and unmanned undersea 
research capabilities and technology both 
qualitatively and quantitatively. 

15. The Soviet Union supports the largest 
fisheries-oriented marine biology and acqua
culture programs in the world. The counter
part U.S. program, on the other hand, is 
small by comparison, although qualitatively 
equivalent to the Soviet program. 

SoVIET POLICY FOR THE SEVEN SEAS 

Traditionally, Soviet Russia has been an 
insular nation-introspective in its world 
view, coastal and river-oriented in its marine 
policy. This policy began to change under 
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the leadership of Nlklta. Khrushchev and, 
under his successor, Leonid Brezhnev, has ap
proached the global dimensions of current 
U.S. and earlier British policy in scope. 

In the Tsarlst period, economic, mll1ta.ry, 
scientific and polltlcal interests in the seas 
were limited to Eurasia. Russia did not have 
a notable maritime or naval tradition. Access 
to warm water ports-what Peter the Great 
referred to as holes in the lee-continued to 
b3 the limits of Russian external policy of 
expansion. Russian "Manifest Destiny'' was 
primarily directed to the extensive land mass 
from the Baltic and Black Seas in the West 
to the Pacific Ocean and the Sea of Japan 
in the East. Indeed, their limited maritime 
ventures to maintain their coastal Eurasian 
positions were far from successful. The Tsar-
1st naval and military activities in the Cri
mean War were not only a military failure 
but provided an occasion for reassessing the 
institution of serfdom as a justification for 
defeat. Later the Russian navy intruded into 
the Russo-Japanese War via a well publicized 
trip from Europe to Asia and met an inglo
rious defeat by Japan in the Tsushima. 
Straits. The modest commercial and fishing 
activities were either coastal or used foreign 
bottoms. 

The policy of continental land orientation 
was reinforced by a recurrent political strain 
of isolation and withdrawal. Periodically, 
"westernizers" pulled Russia out of its land
locked shell, but these brief interludes were 
overshadowed by returns of the xenophobic 
influence of the "slavophlles"-Russlan iso
lationists. 

The Soviet Revolution under Lenin and 
Trotsky looked toward an International arena 
for spreading Communism. However, con
fronted by a predominantly hostile and non
revolutionary Western world, their successor 
Stalin returned to the Russian isolationist 
tradition with a policy he called "socialism 
in one country." 

Thus, the current global policy of the last 
several decades is a new phenomenon in 
the long history of Russia under Tsars and 
Communist leaders. Yet it does not appear 
to be a temporary policy. Soviet plans for 
a global maritime policy appear to be accel
erating in scope and scale. At the Twenty
Fourth Party Congress in 1971, a program 
for developing the world's oceans was 
launched in the context of the current Ninth 
Five-Year Plan (1971-1975). The forthcom
ing Twenty-Fl!th Party Congress may be 
expected to use the upcoming Tenth Five
Year Plan (1976-1980) and the new Fifteen
Year Plan (1976-1990) as vehicles for expand
ing their e1forts 1n developing the world's 
oceans.1 

The current global role of Soviet maritime 
power may have a historical parallel with 
that of Victorian England in the wake of 
the Napoleonic Wars. The English global 
role represented a conscious projection of 
merchant and naval power in order to ex
tend its imperial power over far-flung geo
graphic regions. The parallel with the global 
role of the United States after World War II 
seems less apt as that appeared to be an 
American preeminence based on the filling 
of a. power vacuum through many areas re
quired by a national desire to ensure sta
bility and foster development. The parallel 
with England's imperial period suggests a 
more persistent, conscious extension of So
viet maritime power directed toward attain
ing political and economic goals than would 
be the case if the American parallel were 
chosen. 

The parallel with English maritime pat
terns suggest a Great Power rather than a 

1 Academician P. Bunln, Ekonomika osvo
eniya resursov mirovoga okeana (Economics 
of Developing the Resources of the World's 
Oceans), Voprosy ekonom:fkf, No. 11, 1974, 
pp. 55-67. 

revolutionary thrust to the Soviet global 
role. I!, by seeking control or dominance of 
the various regions of the world, the Soviet 
Union acts like a Great Power, then they 
may be will1ng to compromise, negotiate, and 
settle for "spheres of influence." This Great 
Power flexibility and pragmatism might be 
easier to deal with than the inflexible, ide
ological thrust of a revolutionary, Commu
nist, global power. 

UNIT.>utY NATURE OF SOVIET POLICY OF THE 
SEAS 

The various facets of ocean policy have 
been integrated in Soviet development. So
viet leaders have considered the legal, politi
cal, military, scientific and economic aspects 
of the ocean as facets of a single coherent 
program. It does not appear to be by chance 
that growth in all of these interrelated areas 
proceeded concurrently. It is as if the high 
level political decision to be a global power 
was orchestrated with the subordinate poli
cies for extending simultaneously the Soviet 
maritime, naval, scientific, and political arms 
of the Soviet Union beyond its continental 
borders. 

The unification of ocean's policy comes nat
urally for a centrally controlled system such 
as that guided by the Soviet Communist 
Party. The close political ties among the vari
ous organizational elements of the Soviet sys
tem facilitate coordinated policy. The domi
nant institutional thread is the Soviet navy, 
which has strong influence over maritime in
dustries. The administration of the Soviet 
merchant marine, fishing fleet and oceano
graphic vessels are very closely allied with the 
naval command in the Soviet Union and may 
be readily and directly militarized or mobil
ized under naval direction.2 World War II
type militarization may still be an option for 
the leadership through this interlocked ad
ministration. 

The Soviet leadership's plan for develop
ment of world's ocean resources is both in
tegrated with their central economic plans 
and interconnected with Soviet global policy 
as illustrated by the following: 

"The sea's economy today is determined by 
the fishing industry and maritime transport. 
The situation will change somewhat as we 
approach the year 2000. The fishing industry 
Will continue to occupy the leading place in 
the maritime economy. According to our 
rough estimates, second place will be taken 
by the petroleum and gas industry, whlle 
maritime transport will move from second to 
third place. Other branches of the U.S.S.R.'s 
maritime economy will rise and be devel
oped."a 

MERCHANT MARINE 

Although the Soviet merchant fleet began 
its expansion in 1956, the Seven-Year Plan 
(1959-1965) was a. major take-off point for 
Soviet merchant marine expansion. From 
that date, the Soviet merchant marine grew 
faster 1n volume than the economy as a 
whole.' Prior to World War II, the Soviet 
Union was 23rd in world shipping (by ton
nage); now it is 5th or 6th (depending on the 
measures used} and may rise higher; some 

2 T. Reitz. "Soviet Defense-Associated Ac
tivities Outside the Ministry of Defense," 
Economic Performance and the Military Bur
den in the Soviet Unfcm., Joint Economic, 
GPO, Sept. 1970, pp. 144-148. 

as. Mikhallov, review article in Voprosy 
ekonomiki, No. 7, 1972 of Mirovoi okean i 
chelovechestvo (The World's Oceans and 
Mankind), Moscow: "Ekonomika" Publish
ing House. 1969. 

' Nicholas Shadrin, "The Soviet Merchant 
Marine, A Late Developing Economic Growth 
Sector••, Soviet Economic Prospects tor the 
Seventies, Joint Economic Committee, GPO, 
June 1973, pp. 719-765. J. L. Moulton (ed.) 
Brassey•s Annual: The Armed Forces Year
book~ 1973, New York, Praeger, 1973, p. 136. 

speculate to first place by 1980.G The lnitial 
rationale for expansion was to provide Soviet 
bottoms to carry mll1tary and economic aid, 
Soviet commercial trade, and passengers 
throughout the world. The Soviet Union's 
global role apparently dictated the need for 
control of their aid and commerce in their 
own fleet. Another important consideration 
was the rising Soviet balance-of-payments 
deficits to hard currency nations, which were 
exacerbated by the cost of using foreign 
t1·ansport requiring hard currency payment. 

Although large and growing, the Soviet 
merchant marine is not as diversified as they 
would like. Only recently have they entered 
the large-scale, ocean going, tanker business. 
Moreover, if the Suez Canal were reopened, 
their large fleet of small a.nd medium tankers 
might now project the Soviet Union into the 
center of the world's tanker field. 

While the rapid developmen~ of the Soviet 
merchant marine has been spurred by the 
broad need to carry military and economic aid 
to countries throughout Asia, Africa, and 
Latin America, the supply routes to Cuba 
and North Vietnam were responsible for a 
major share of the increase in the tonnage 
requirements for this purpose. 

Marine transport has also been expanded in 
Eurasia. Opening of the "Northern Sea 
Route"-the formerly unnavigable Soviet 
Arctic routes-provides new opportunities for 
the Soviet merchant marine to expand its 
maritime activities in commerce between 
Western Europe and the Far East. Likewise, 
the "container bridge" stretching from the 
new Japanese-built Port Wrangel in the Far 
East to Leningrad in the West adds an over
land alternative to very long set routes 
around the Cape of Good Hope to Europe for 
Japanese and West European trade. 

Shipbuilding in Soviet and East European 
ports has been greatly expanded to support 
this maritime development. The Soviet con
cern over Polish riots in Baltic ports 1u 
December 1970 was heightened by the fact 
that they were building ships for the Soviet 
fleet, along with several other East European 
nations. Although some Soviet ships are still 
purchased abroad, they have also become a 
supplier of ships to other nations. 

FISHERIES 

Fish as a source of protein in the diet is an 
important part of the Soviet leadership ·s 
announced goal of raising the per capita con
sumption of protein. Massive imports of U.S. 
feed grains 1n recent years Illustrate the 
seriousness of their animal husbandry pro
gram. The expanding fishing operations with 
large-scale equipment, such as the floating 
fish factories, correlates with this program. 
Serious discussions with the Japanese on 
rights to fishing waters and conservation 
measures highlight the importance of this 
industry. Perhaps 1n recognition of the limits 
of the ocean's supply of fish to meet this 
protein needs, Soviet nutritional plans have 
highlighted the need to animal husbandry 
(cattle, swine, and poultry). Stlll the current 
Ninth Five-Year Plan calls for an increase 
in per capita output of meat and meat 
products by 23 percent and fish and 1i.sh. 
products by 43 percent.6 If successful, the 
improved availability of protein products 
projected for 1975 per capita would only place 
the Soviet citizen at a rough par with his East 
European counterpart and about one-third 
the American level.'~ 

& Reitz, op cit., p. 145. 
6 N. K. Baibakov, Gosudarstvennyi pyati

letny£ plan razvitiia narodnogo khoziaistva 
SSSR na 1971-1975 gody. (State Flve-Year 
Plan for Development of the U.S.S.R. Nation
al Economy for the Period 1971-1975). Mos
cow, Gosplan, Aprll 1972), p. 800. 

'I Peter Petersen. "U .S.-Sovlet Commercial 
Relations in a New Era," Wasb.lngton, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, August 1972, p. 2. 
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RESOURCES OF THE SEABED 

Offshore development of energy and metal 
resources is to expand sharply in the next 
ten to twenty years. Offshore development of 
oil and gas is now underway near Sakhalin 
Island in the Pacific. Industrial cooperation 
in this area among the Soviet Union and 
Western companies is likely; foreign capital 
and technology will be paid for with oil and 
gas. Petroleum p1·oducts have in the past 
been the major hard currency earned for 
the Soviet Union. With natural gas-from 
their continental shelf and elsewhere-the 
Soviet Union will attempt to reduce their 
chronic balance-of-payments deficit. 

A wide range of metals are thought to be 
located in the coastal a.reas.8 These may like
Wise enter foreign commerce ii economically 
available. 

The Soviet Union has become a leader in 
physical oceanography. This application of 
Soviet science may correlate With naval in
terests in possible submarine operations. The 
oceanographic efforts coordinated by the So
viet Academy of Sciences also benefit their 
merchant marine and fishery industries. 

NAVAL EXPANSION 

Admiral Gorshkov, in the special series of 
al'ticles published in 1972 and 1973, in their 
authoritative naval journal Morskoy sbornik 
argued for a larger and more diversified So
viet fleet. According to his central concepts, 
this fleet would have the capability not only 
for defensive roles around the periphery of 
the Soviet Union, but also for an offensive 
capability appropriate for making a global 
political impact and challenging the United 
States presence in many areas not contig
uous to the Soviet Union. The surface naval 
combat and support ships required by this 
new Soviet naval strategy imply a significant 
additional naval demand on scarce resources 
in the Ninth Five-Year Plan (1971-1975) 
and the year ahead. At a time when poor 
economic performance and rising civilian 
demands for resources to modernize their 
economy and better serve consumption needs 
have been acknowledged by General Secre
tary Leonid Brezhnev and his colleagues in 
the leadership, a new, substantial set of 
military claims on resources would seem 
especially unwelcome and untimely. At the 
same time, the appearance of the Gorshkov 
series after the Twenty-Fourth Party Con
gress and the formulation of the Ninth 
Five-Year Plan (1971-1975) strongly sug
gests that the issue was not settled at that 
time and even though Mr. Brezhnev and 
possibly Defense Minister Grechko may op
pose the adoption of the full dimensions of 
the new naval strategy of Admiral Gorshkov, 
it does have support among top leaders. Al
though the precise resource claims of the 
new naval demand are not explicitly or pub
licly discussed by Admiral Gorshkov in the 
Morskoy sbornik series or elsewhere to our 
knowledge, we may assure that the inte
grated Soviet ocean's policy includes a major 
expansion of their navy.9 

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND LAW 

The heightened interest of the Soviet lead
ership in a global oceans program has influ
enced their foreign policy, their position in 
international organizations, and their view 
of the law of the sea. In recent bilateral and 
multilateral forums, the Soviet position on 
many ocean issues have become more evident. 

Negotiations between Norway and the So
viet Union on the status of Spitzbergen and 
the surrounding continental shelf provide an 

s Mikhailov, op. cit., p. 108. 
t1 M. MacGwire, Soviet Naval Policy: Conti

nuity and Change. New York Praeger, Feb· 
ruary-March 1974. J. Hardt, "National Eco• 
nomic Priorities and Naval Demand," in M. 
MacGwire (ed.) Soviet Naval Policy: Objec
tives and Constraints, New York: Pra.eger, 
1975. 

interesting case study of Soviet ocean policy. 
The full panoply of Soviet ocean interests 
and policies will be influenced by the out
come of these bilateral talks. In particular, 
the Soviets want to protect their claims to 
the potentially rich mineral resources of the 
Barents Sea and to keep foreign powers away 
from their major naval and maritime fleets at 
Murmansk. Soviet conduct in the negotia
tions may foreshadow new dimensions in 
their strategy in pursuing their interests in 
the world's oceans. 

Soviet representatives have also played an 
active role in the United Nations Conference 
on the Law of the Sea. In this forum they ap
pear to be faced with a dilemma on whether 
to support or oppose the position of small 
coastal states which want to increase their 
territorial and economic control over con
tiguous ocean waters. On the one hand, the 
Soviets are inclined to support the claims of 
small countries in order to gain influence in 
the world political arena, however, Soviet eco
nomic interests dictate a more traditional, 
open-seas approach to international law. 

The position which the Soviet leadership 
takes in these forums will be influential in 
efforts to reach international agreements on 
the law of the sea. Moreover, Soviet interac
tion with other great maritime powers, in
cluding the United States, on issues of ocean 
policy is likely to have a profound impact on 
the future direction of East-West relations. 

In negotiating on the law of the sea, the 
Soviet Union has distinct advantages over the 
U.S., owing to their global, unitary, coordi
nated ocean's policy. In specific areas such as 
merchant marine, fisheries, and oceanogra
phy, as well as their dominant, dynamic naval 
program-the Soviet Union each year comes 
closer to sectoral as well as a comprehensive 
overtaking and surpassing of United States 
efforts. Just as the United States replaced the 
United Kingdom as the dominant world mar
itime power, the day is fast approaching 
when the Soviet Union may take over this 
dominant position. 

PROPOSED INCREASE IN FEDERAL 
ESTATE TAX EXE:MPTION 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I pre
viously introduced S. 1173 which would 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to effect three necessary reforms in 
Federal estate tax law. Specifically, my 
bill would increase Federal estate tax 
exemption, increase estate tax marital 
deduction, and provide an alternate 
method of valuing certain real property 
for estate tax purposes. 

The first of these reforms would in
crease the Federal estate tax exemption 
from $60,000 to $200,000. The $60,000 
figure has been a part of the law for more 
than 30 years and the inflation we have 
experienced in that period warrants such 
an increase. I am pleased to note that 
several of my colleagues have also in
troduced bills to increase the Federal 
estate tax exemption to give recogni
tion to the effects of inflation. 

Further evidence of the effects of in
flation on Federal estate tax was noted 
in an article in the Wall Street Journal 
of July 9, 1975. The article cited newly 
released ms figures for 1972 which show 
175,000 estate f.lings for estates exceed
ing $60,000. This is a 31-percent increase 
over 1969, the last previous year studied. 
This is further evidence that the $60,000 
exemption is no longer adequate in to
day's changing economy. I am hopeful 
that the Committee on Finance wlll act 
favorably on my proposal to increase the 

I 
estate tax exemption when it considers 
the general subject of tax reform later 
in this Congress. 

BUT WHAT ABOUT THE 
CONSTITUTION? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
prestigious Columbia Journalism Review 
editorialized against the Federal Com
munications Commission's fairness doc
trine in its May I June issue. In the cur
rent July/August issue, the CJR ran 
three letters--one with an editor's note
commenting on that editorial. 

I find it interesting that neither the 
editorial nor any of the letters even 
hinted at the fact that there have been 
constitutional questions raised about the 
fairness doctrine. 

The first letter took issue with the ac
curacy of the editorial, and thus the 
editor's note. That letter did not deal 
directly with the fairness doctrine. The 
other two letters defended the doctrine. 
So it would be asking quite a bit for any 
of the letters to question whether the 
fairness doctrine meets the test of the 
first amendment. One might deduce that 
the editors received no letter dealing with 
the constitutional question, or at least 
none worthy of publication. 

Yet, why did not the editorial itself 
at least allude to the first amendment? 
It came close. But it did not hint at the 
major question about government reg
ulation of one segment of the press. 

I think I ask a fair question, for the 
editorial speculated on why no reporter 
bothered to look beneath the surface of 
the Red Lion case. That, of course, is 
the case in which the Supreme Court 
found parts of the fairness doctrine to be 
constitutional. Some say Red Lion gave 
judicial approbation to the entire fair
ness doctrine. 

And that's the problem, perhaps: most 
people believe that when the Supreme 
Court has spoken, there can be no ques
tioning of the decision. 

Fortunately, under our constitutional 
system, there can be questioning. In fact, 
in Red Lion the Court said that it could 
see the possibilty of such questions be
ing raised under certain circumstances: 

It would be better if the FCC's encourage
ment were never necessary to induce the 
broadcasters to meet their responsibility. 
And if experience With the administration of 
these doctrines indicates that Will have the 
net effect of reducing rather than enhanc
ing the volume and quality of coverage, 
there will be time enough to reconsider the 
constitutional implications. 

And the Court indicated that if the 
fairness doctrine led to self-censorship 
that would be grounds for a fresh look at 
the constitutionality of the doctrine. 

I will get back to that point shortly. 
The CJR editorial noted how the 

White House had used the fairness doc
trine for its own ends. 

It seems elemental that if Presidents 
can use a government regulation to con
trol the press that a first amendment 
issue has been raised. To paraphrase the 
editorial, 

Why, one wonders, did not the editorial 
writers dig beneath the surface? 
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One reason might be found later in 
the editorial, in a reference to "the pub
lic's air waves." 

As I have pointed out before, there is 
no direct reference in the U.S. Code to 
public ownership of the airwaves. Also, 
auth01ities have written on this subject, 
including Glen 0. Robinson, now a FCC 
Commissioner, who has called public 
ownership of the spectrum a fantasy. 

The point is, the fairness doctrine 
cannot be discussed with any real depth 
until those questions-the applicability 
of the first amendment to broadcasting 
and the ownership of the airwaves-are 
dealt with seriously. 

I believe I am correct in my answers 
to these questions, thus the introduction 
of my bill, S. 2, the First Amendment 
Clarification Act of 1975. But I know 
there are those who disagree with me. 
Right or wrong, I believe the questions 
must be answered. 

The third letter is signed by Jeremy 
Lansman of Los Gatos, Calif., who is one 
of two signers of a petition to the FCC 
to limit religious and public institutional 
use of broadcasting, it is not surprising 
he does not raise the constitutional ques
tion. 

But .for a magazine published under 
the auspices of the Graduate School of 
Journalism, Columbia University, to fail 
even to allude to that question is aston
ishing. 

The fear of self-censorship by a free 
press is a real one. If broadcasters do not 
pursue their duty to program on contro
versial issues of public importance be
cause of fear of trouble at license renewal 
time, or a fine, or loss of their license, 
then that is self-censorship. 

The Supreme Court has required no 
proof of self-censorship when dealing 
with libel cases. It has been presumed. 
All one need do is look at the decision in 
Gertz against Welch last year. The same 
is true in New York Times against Sulli
van, the landmark 1964 case. 

In Gertz, the Court said: 
We also find no justification for allowing 

awards of punitive damages against publish
ers and broadcasters held liable under state
defined standards of lia.billty for defama
tion. . • jury discretion to award punitive 
damages unnecessarily exacerbates the dan
ger of media self-censorship. 

What is a fine or a threat of license loss 
but an unnecessary exacerbation of the 
danger of media self -censorship? 

And note, the Court in the Gertz case 
included broadcasters explicitly. 

True, the Gertz decision was not unan
imous. But even the four dissenters
each of whom wrote an opinion--dis
agree only with legal points, not on the 
basic need to preserve the first amend
ment rights of the news media. 

WhY then is the Court so careful of 
first amendment rights when dealing 
with libel and defamation and so indif
ferent to them when dealing with broad
casting? 

Is there really something inherently 
different about using the electromagnetic 
spectrum to give public notice to events 
and opinions? If there were a difference, 
why does the Court treat printed and 
broadcast material the same in their de
cisions on libel matters? 

Playing fast and loose with the truth is 
very serious. Yet, the Court has held that 
unless there is malice, a publisher or a 
broadcaster should not be punished for 
it for fear of self-censorship. Yet, a 
broadcaster may be fined or he may lose 
his license for giving his own opinion or 
allowing others to give theirs if he does 
not give those holding opposing points of 
view time to air theirs. 

It is not that a good broadcaster should 
not be fair. He should, of course. 

But the Government has no business 
telling him to do so with rules and penal
ties that can lead to self -censorship. 
That is the chilling effect that support
ers of the fan·ness doctrine deny exists. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial and the letters 
from the Columbia Journalism Review 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
and letters were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

THE TRoUBLE WITH FAmNEss 

"It was In 1963," Fred W. Friendly Informs 
us in "What's Fair on the Air?" [The New 
York Times Magazine, March 30]. "that the 
[Federal Communication Commission's fair
ness] doctrine began to change from a vague 
publ1c-interest policy to an Instrument of 
politics and inhibition." President Kennedy 
wanted to make sure that the Senate would 
ratify the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and he 
feared that unless advocates of the treaty 
were given air time to state their (and his) 
side of the issue the treaty might not be 
ratified. The fairness doctrine was invoked; 
advocates spoke on stations to which they 
otherwise would have been denied access; 
the treaty was ratified; and, Friendly writes 
"The White House believed this political us~ 
of the fairness doctrine had made an impor
tant contribution to the eventual Senate 
\ote to ratify." The first step had been taken. 
In the summer of 1964, by which time Sen
ator Goldwater had been nominated as the 
Republican presidential nominee, "the 
Democrats decided to expand the fairness 
doctrine effort." 

A crucial part of that effort, as Friendly 
shows, was devoted to investigative reporter 
Fred Cook's attempt to win in court the 
right to air a reply; he had been attacked 
by the Rev. Bllly James Hargis 1n a. program 
broadcast, among other places, on radio sta
tion WGCB, 1n Red Lion, Pennsylvania. It 
has not been generally known that Cook's 
effort, eventually successful, was politically 
inspired, backed by the Democratic National 
Committee, and aimed at conservative com
mentators. Yet the Red Lion case received 
wide coverage, and it developed over a long 
period-from November 1964, when Hargis 
delivered his attack, untll June 1969, when 
the Supreme Court upheld the FCC's right 
to order WGCB to grant Cook reply time. 
Why, one wonders, did no reporter dig be
neath the surface during the five years? The 
failure illustrates the need for journalism 
to do more investigating within its own 
ranks. 

As luck would have it, of course, once 
such political usage of the fairness doctrine 
had been established by Kennedy and John
son, It became available to Richard Nixon, 
who sought to apply it in retaliation for 
news coverage he didn't like. 

Richard E. Wiley, chairman of the FCC, 
has been quoted as saying that "there is 
no question that [Friendly's] disclosures will 
provide ammunition for those who oppose 
the fairness doctrine." We, meanwhile, can
not fault the goal of the doctrine, which 
requires broadcasters to "afford reasonable 
opportunities for opposing viewpoints ..• 
[and} devote a reasonable amount of broad-

casting time to the discussion of controver
sial issues." We question, however, whether 
any administration can long resist the op
portunity of interpreting "reasonable" in a 
self-serving way. Further, we question 
whether it Is stlll valid to regulate broad
casting in a way very different from the print 
media. 

The underlying premise for FCC regula
tion is that the air, like a pie in the sky, can 
be divided into only so many slices, whereas 
newspapers can proliferate with the sort of 
wild abandon denied radio and television 
stations. The limits of the public's air waves 
were thought to justify such regulation of 
broadcasters. This may have been a per
suasive argument in 1949, when the FCC 
first required broadcasting licensees to ad
here to the fairness doctrine. Now, however, 
in metropolitan areas certainly, and in much 
of the country outside of the cities, radio 
and TV stations greatly outnumber, and 
out -earn, newspapers. 

FAIR TO FAmNESS? 

To THE REVIEW: As a regular reader of the 
Columbia Journalism Review, which I find 
useful, informative, and usually right on the 
button, I was a. bit distressed to open your 
issue of May/June 1975 and to note that, 
under the heading, "The Trouble With Fair
ness," you have swallowed quite whole Fred 
W. Friendly's version of what has come to 
be known as the Red Lion case. (Mr. Friend
ly's original article, "What's Fair on the 
Air?", appeared in The New York Times Mag
azine of March 30.) 

The Red Lion case stemmed from an arti
cle which Fred J. Cook wrote !or The Na
tion, and which appeared 1n our issue of May 
25, 1964, entitled "Hate Clubs of the Air." 
Subsequently Mr. Cook was subjected to 
personal attack by Bllly James Hargis in a. 
syndicated radio program which was broad
cast by, among many other stations, WGCB 
in Red Lion, Pennsylvania. Mr. Cook de
manded the right of reply, which WGCB 
refused. He then-acting entirely on his own 
behalf, and employing his own attorney at 
his own expense-sued the station under the 
fairness doctrine; the case through subse
quent appeals wound up before the Supreme 
Court some five years later, which confirmed 
Cook's right to a. reply under the law. Cook 
throughout was acting as an aggrieved pri
vate individual, and not on behalf of the 
Democratic National Committee or of anyone 
else: .. James J. Storrow, Jr., Publisher, The 
Natwn. 

(NoTE.-We know of no challenge to Fred 
Friendly's report that the Democrats sought, 
in 1964, to use the fairness doctrine to 
counter right-wing radio propaganda. And 
all parties agree, we believe, that Fred Cook, 
an able free-lance, was recruited to join the 
Democratic National Committee's propa
ganda effort. Cook was paid as a. researcher. 
Radio broadcasts based on his research at
tacked the Rev. Billy James Hargis, among 
others. One program ties Hargis to the John 
Birch Society, another attacks his political 
gospel. 

The question in dispute here: was Cook's 
suit against radio station WGCB, 1n Red 
Lion, Pennsylvania., a. suit that sought the 
right to reply to Hargis, "politically inspired·· 
as CJR said? 

Cook says he was outraged when Hargis 
personally attacked him, and that his per
sonal desire to respond led him to file suit. 
We see no reason to doubt this. It is also true 
that Cook had earlier helped the Democrats 
to attack Hargis. Cook's partisan work may 
have encouraged Hargis's attack; it certainly 
provided Cook with information about Hargis 
and his radio program. CJR did not intend 
to suggest that Cook was acting on orders, 
or contrary to his own desires. But we con
tinue to believe that there ls no clear line 
between the political effort and the personal 
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feelings that led, within months, to the 
suit.-The Editors. 

Sm: The question of whether it is "still 
valid to regulate broadcasting in a way very 
different from the print media" is being 
asked more often these days. . . . 

The need for government regulation is 
perceived because without a type of alloca
tion process, no radio service can be func
tional. I would argue that as long as station 
licenses are granted and or renewed by a 
politically appointed FCC, the fairness doc
trine should and must be available to coun
t er that bias in selection and prevent that 
bias from going unchallenged in broadcasts. 
If the industry will come to accept a market 
system of periodic action of broadcast rights 
and so guarantee the opportunity for diverse 
interests to gain access to broadca.St time, 
then we can question the necessity of the 
fairness doctrine.-Peter B. Thomas, Port
land, Maine. 

Sm: Although the fairness doctrine may 
not be God's gift to free speech, your "Com
ment" writer (May/June) has made a false 
comparison betwixt broadcast and print. 
The fallacious argument holds that we have 
more broadcast stations than daily news
papers. Maybe so. But the 8,708 (November 
1974) total number of broadcast outlets can
not hold a candle to the plethora of diverse 
book, magazine, and specialty newspaper 
(not to speak of weekly and limited circula
tion daily) publishers. Not only that, but the 
reader can choose from publications printed 
almost anywhere in the world. But how can I 
ever get to see and hear the fearless BBC 
documentaries, the fantastic CBC folk and 
serious music specials, and BBC radio his
torical dramatizations? I have to go there. 
· You can bet that if we limited the total 
number of u.s. publishers to 8,708, we would 
have ·no Columbia Journalism- Review and 
all the ideas you offer us would be lost to 
the reading .public. · 

Well, you might guess that the very reason 
most U.S. .broadcasting is bland, tasteless, 

· and cowardly before controversy is the lim
ited number of broadcast licensees.-Jeremy 
Lansman, Los Gatos, Calif. 

THE CRISIS OF DEMOCRACY 
Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, Mr. James 

Reston has recently written an excellent 
article entitled "The Crisis of Democ
racy." I ask unanimous · consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE CRISIS OF DEMOCRACY 

(By James Reston) 
WASHINGTON.-It is hard to travel in Eu

rope these days, or even to live in Wash
ington, without recognizing that liberal de
mocracy is now in serious trouble in the 
world. We are living in a time of widespread 
doubt about the capacity of free societies to 
deal with the economic, political and phil~
sophical problems of the age. 

Wherever you ·look, the leaders of the Free 
World seem to be overwhelmed by the com
plexities of modern life, baffled by the de
mands of special interest groups, and inclined 
t oward autocratic methods in handling their 
dilemmas. 

In France, President Valery Giscard 
d'Estaing is dining with the peasants and 
encouraging debates in the Chamber of Dep
uties on foreign policy, all of which looks 
good on the government-controlled French 
television. But meanwhile, -he is weakening 
t he civil service at the Quai d'OMay and cen
tralizing ·the control of. foreign and domestic 
policy in his own hands, with the help of 
-two or three loyal powerful lieutenants, at 
the Elysee Palace. 

In Britain, Prime Minister Wilson has the 
opposite problem. With inflation running in 
his country at 25 per cent a year, the high
est in Europe, his Labor government cannot 
even get the cooperation of the labor unions 
to abide by their "social contract" in the na
tional interest. 

In Italy, the situation is even worse. The 
co1.mtry is going broke under a weak democ
ratic coalition, and the Communists in the 
major cities are winning at the polls and 
insisting that the country cannot be gov
erned against them or without them. 

In Spain, after more than a generation of 
Franco's dictatorship, the forces of liberal 
democracy are crying for freedom, but across 
the border in Portugal, the "forces of free
dom·· are so divided and vicious with one 
another that the people are almost longing 
for the "order" of Salazar's dictatorship. All 
this is being watched in Madrid with the 
uttermost care. 

So there is a kind of counterrevolution 
against liberal democracy now going on in 
the world. We may not like this trend; or 
even admit it, but the liberal democracies 
are obviously in trouble with the voters. Even 
President Ford is now governing with a com
bination of vetoes and good intentions. The 
Europeans like him, because he is so plain 
and candid, compared to Johnson and Nixon, 
but the question they have been asking in 
the last few weeks is what will the Amer
ican people do in the 1976 election? Europe 
is clearly hoping for a new beginning. 

Secretary of State Kissinger fascinates and 
baffles the political leaders of Europe. He 
talks about the "defense of Western civiliza
tion." He argues for a new alliance in de
fense of Western ideals, and he rebukes the 
Europeans for trifling with America's fidel
ity to NATO. 

They 'should not think, Kissinger said in 
Atlanta the other day, that they are "doing 
us a favor by remaining in alliance with us.'! 
J'hey should listen to his words, he said, far 
they were chosen very carefully. 

"Any ally," he said, "whose perception of 
its national interest changes will find us 
prepared to adapt or end our treaty relation
ship. No ally can pressure us by a threa-t of 
termination; we will not accept that its se
curity is more important to us than it is to 
itself.'' 
. On the 30th anniversary of the end of the 
last World War and the beginning of the 
United Nations, this W81S a bold and startling 
warning to the allies, but scarcely a news
paper in the United States printed the text 
of his speech, -·and the following da.y the 
White House said he didn't have any nation 
in mind, particularly, and was not threaten
ing anybody. 

So, obviously, there is considerable con
fusion within the Alliance, and not only 
within the Alliance, but within the Execu
tive branch of the American government it
self, and between the White House and the 
State Department and the Congress. 

This confusion in the democratic world 
seems to be general. ;India is just the lateSit 
symbol of th~ point. Confronted by frivo
lous charges, Prime Minister Gandhi imag
ined a crisis and then created one, not only 
for herself, but for the whole democratic 
ideal. In the process, she has not only hurt 
herself, and India's experiment with democ
.racy, but has proved that women are almost 
as stupid as men, and probably put back 
the women's liberation movement by almost 
a generation. . 

It is interesting, amidst all this tmmoil 
in the western world, how much officials in 
Europe still look to America for all$wers to 
this crisis of democracy and capitalism. They 
are pessimistic about the inflation, unem
ployment, and monetary chaos in the West, 
but they still keep asking what Washington 
is going to do about this, and particularly 
in the next election. 

Will there be a new start next year in the 
United States, they ask? Is there another 
creative American political mind like that of 
the two Roosevelts or Woodrow Wilson, or is 
there a young man like Kennedy in the cam
paign of 1960 who has some vision of the 
world of the Eighties? 

The West is looking for answers to these 
shortcomings of liberal democracy and par
ticularly it is looking to the United States 
for suggestions, but so far in Washington we 
have no optimistic answers to give. 

TRIBUTE TO MAY CRAIG 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the death 

of May Craig was a loss for American 
journalism and the American people. It 
wa.'5 a personal loss for me. 

In 40 years as a reporter in Washing
ton she became both loved and re
spected by the people she wrote for, and 
the people she wrote about. 

Her schoolmarm looks cloaked a bril
liant mind, a tenacious and peppery 
manner, and a sensitive and generous 
heart. 

It was the very qualities of persistence 
and tenacity which endeared her to both 
her news sources and her audience. She 
asked tough questions, and she often got 
revealing answers. She was determined 
to know what we knew, and in the proc
ess she became a great friend. 

Those of us in the Maine congressional 
delegation. had a special relationship, 
and a special friendship, with May. As a 
reporter for Maine newspapers she was 
jn daily touch' with members of the 
.delegat~on. · 

Ow· contact taught me a great deal 
·about journalism, and as a freshman 
'Senator, I felt I learned at least as much 
from her as she did from me. 

I will miss May Craig, along with thou
sands of her friends. _ 
· Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that several letters from Maine 
people, a portion of the transcript of 
·"Meet the Press," July 20, two newspa
per articles on her .death, and a series 
of articles which appeared on· her re
_tirement 9 years ago, be printed · in the 
RECORD. -

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EXCERPl' FROM "MEET THE PRESS," JULY 20, 

- 1975 
Mr. SPrvAK. Before we introduce our guest, 

I would like to pay tribute to Mrs. May 
Craig who died last Tuesday. For many years -
before she retired in 1965, she was one of the 
star panelists on Meet the Press and made 
an important contribution to the program. 

Mrs. Craig was a reporter of sterling integ
rity, an informed and penetrating ques..,. . 
tioner, and a fine human being. Her legion 

'ot friends won't soon forget her. I khow I 
never will. 

BooTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE, 
July 24, 1975. 

DEAR En: May Craig was known by millions 
of Americans as a colorful and courageous 
political reporter and news personality. She 

. was recognized as a. scrappy little lady who 
persevered in her questioning of the great 
and near-great until the truth emerged. 

During iny service as a member of the U.S. 
House of Representatives from the State of 
Maine, I saw or spoke to May nearly every 
working day and developed a great respect 
and warm affection for her. 
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It was my privilege to have her as a guest 
in the House dining room after she had been 
retired for some time. And it made· me very 
proud to see so many members of the House 
stopping by our table to pay their respects 
to "Miss May." 

She was a unique worman in many ways. 
May was a woman's liberation leader dec
ades before the movement became popu
lar. She served her newspapers and our na
tion with great distinction. 

With best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

STANLEY TUPPER. 

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
SAFETY BOARD, 

Washington, D.C., July 24, 1975. 
Hon. EDMUND S. MusKIE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR ED: The death of May Craig marks 
the passing of an era. She was a unique 
newspaper reporter. 

Even though May was a North Carolinian 
by birth we, in Maine, came to think of her 
as a "native." In recalling my contacts with 
her over the years I served as Governor of 
Maine, I especially remember the 1960 con
vention in Chicago. I never had to leave 
word at the hotel desk for morning wakeup 
calls knowing I could thoroughly depend on 
May to faithfully call between six and seven 
o'clock each and every morning to question 
me on the views and position of the Maine 
Delegation relative to candidates and plat
form. Soon I came to learn that she would 
not be deterred from her goal of securing 
every bit of news available. Her tenacious 
pursuit of the news, however, was always 
characterized by fairness and responsibility. 

Once at a large dinner meeting at San 
Francisco I was truly amazed. All of the 
public figures and top leaders of the coun
try were there-May knew each and every 
one of them and they, in turn, knew her. 
She had truly made her mark in the world 
of journalism. Her challeng~g and deter
mined manner brought her instant recog
nition. 

Maine and the Nation were fortunate to 
have had May Craig reporting the news and 
I consider it an honor to be counted among 
her friends in tribute to her memory. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN H. REED, 

Chairman. 

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., July 23, 1975. 

Hon. EDMUND S. MusKIE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: May Craig was a unique 
person, the modest possessor of a unique 
talent in the field of journalism. Her death 
leaves a void in the fourth estate of the 
Nation's Capitol. She was a lady dedicated 
to her profession who recognized and ap
preciated the importance of the news media. 

She was unique in many ways, a lady who 
worked diligently gathering news for the 
Gannett publications of Maine. From the 
modest amount of news generated from the 
Maine State Society to the international 
news emanating from the Presidential press 
conferences, she covered them with accuracy 
and detail. 

Truly, May Craig was a journalistic pio
neer, a friend of Presidents, admired be
cause she was always herself. She will be 
-missed by those of us who enjoyed the gen
uine pleasure of her company. 

With every best wish, I am 
Sincerely, 

.JAMES V. DAY, 
· Commissioner. 

RAILWAY PROGRESS INSTITUTE, 
Alexandria, Va., July 18, 1975. 

Hon. EDMUND S. MUSKIE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MUSKIE: As per conversation, 
in any tribute given to May Craig, I would 
much appreciate any use you might give for 
a few humble observations from one who was 
privileged to know and admire her over the 
years. 

Fresh out of Bates College in Senator 
Muskie's Class of 1936, I went with the Port
land Maine Press Herald as a cub reporter 
starting in 1937. I shall never forget the in
spiration I immediately got from May Craig, 
then the Press Herald's Washington corre
spondent. I was terribly fascinated by the 
columns she would send from Washington 
and particularly the great specific detail 
which embroidered her descriptions of the 
events she was reporting. I sensed that some
how Mrs. Craig must be a great human being 
to make her columns come to life with such 
warmth and reality. 

When I came to Washington for 16 years 
service in the Federal Government, I came to 
know May personally and found my highest 
hopes were exceeded. As I worked for seven 
Cabinet officers in the years until 1965, I had 
frequent contact with May in helping her 
cover events of interest as well as back
grounding for appearances of key officials on 
Larry Spivak's "Meet the Press" program. I 
endorse with all sincerity the very warm and 
deserved tribute which Larry has told me he 
plans to use on the opening of the July 20 
"Meet the Press" show. On its programs, May 
used to tell me she would boil her questions 
down into the fewest possible words which 
would get at the heart of the probleiDS that 
the guest of the day was encountering. Every 
encounter with May left all of us a little 
richer. 

My good Skowhegan, Maine-born wife, 
Emily, and her mother, Mrs. Eula Weston, 
former Chairman of the Maine State Racing 
Commission, always appreciated May's won
derful small dinner parties at her Rhode 
Island Avenue home-which she always 
thoughtfully concluded with grapefruit for 
those who were diet-minded. 

I did not see as much of May Craig after 
she retired in 1965 inasmuch as that same 
year I became President of the Railway Prog
ress Institute, the trade association of some 
200 companies, representing the nation's 
manufacturers of freight cars, locomotives 
and everything railroads buy. Not seeing as 
much of May was a real loss. 

In addition to being a great human in
terest reporter, she also had the sharpest 
political instincts of any reporter on the 
Washington scene during her time. She was 
a great lady, a great reporter. She will long 
be missed. 

Sincerely, 
NILS A. LENNARTSON. 

[From the Bangor Daily News, July 16, 1975] 
MAY CRAIG, 86, JOURNALIST TO STATE AND 

NATION, DIES 
WASHINGTON.-May Craig, a familiar figure 

on the Washington news scene for more than 
three decades, died Tuesday in a Maryland 
nursing home after a long illness. She was 
86. 

"Unchangeable May," to those who knew 
her well, was famous for her penetrating 
questions at presidential news conferences 
and for her Easterbonnet-type hats. Until 
her retirement 10 years ago, she was the 
Washington correspondent for the Portland 
Press Herald and other Guy Gannett news
papers in Maine. 

"The essence of femininity with an ability 
to get to the heart of the burning issue of 
the day," was how one newsman described 
her. 

Her career spanned five administrations, 
from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Lyndon B. 
Johnson, and her terrier-like tenacity at 
presidential news conference was legendary. 

When President Roosevelt once described 
columnists as "an unnecessary excrescence 
on our civilization," she reminded him that 
he had a columnist in his own faiDily-his 
wife, writer of the column, "My Day." 

On another occasion, after he was asked a 
nettlesome question by Mrs. Craig, Roosevelt 
replied: "May, you must have stayed awake 
all night thinking up that question." 

"As a matter of fact, I did," she shot 
back. 

She gained national exposure through fre
quent television appearances on "Meet the 
Press," wearing the flowery hats that became 
her personal trademark. 

One magazine described Mrs. Craig as "the 
small woman who always gets to the front 
row." The representative of the Maine media 
was also characterized as having "a mind 
as sharp as cider vinegar, as retentive as a 
lobster trap." 

When not covering a war, flying around the 
world or over the North Pole, she did a radio 
program called "Inside Washington" which 
was broadcast over Maine stations. 

Mrs. Craig was brisk in manner, and with 
her unbobbed hair tied in an old-fashioned 
knot, she looked like the stereotype of a 
precise school teacher. 
. Born Elisabeth May Adams in Coosaw, S.C., 
m 1888, she moved to Washington at the age 
of 12. Eight years later, she married Donald 
A. Craig, then Washington bureau chief for 
the old New York Herald. 

Mrs. Craig began her news career in 1924. 
In addition to the Maine newspapers she 
worked for, she wrote pieces for the old New 
York World and newspapers in Montana, and 
North Carolina. 

At the time of President Woodrow Wilson's 
inauguration, she marched in a suffragist 
para:d~, and she_ continued to be a strong 
femm1st who believed in equal rights for men 
and women. 

She protested that dues-paying women 
members of the White House Correspondents' 
Association were not permitted at the orga
nization's stag dinners traditionally attended 
by the president. 

As a founding member of Mrs. Franklin D. 
~osevelt's press conference association, lim· 
1ted to women, she was the only one to vote 
approval of a man's application to attend 
the former first lady's White House news 
conferences. 

Mrs. Craig was exceedingly proud of her 
firsts as a newspaperwoman. 

She was the only woman to go with Presi
dent Harry S. Truman's party to conferences 
in Mexico City, Ottawa and Rio de Janeiro 
in 1947. But she lost her battle to return 
from Rio with m~le reporters aboard the 
battleship Missouri because of the "no 

. women" Navy regulations. 
One of her victories in the first for equality 

for women came after the Senate Rules Com
mittee heard her demand for a powder room 
to be used by female reporters in the con
gressional press gallery. 

Mrs. Craig held numerous honors in her 
profession, and was a former president of the 
Women's National Press Club. 

She is survived by two children Betty c. 
Clagget of Wheaton, Md., and Do~ Craig of 
Bethesda, Mr., four grandchildren and two 
great-grandchildren. 

[From t~e Portland (Maine) Press Herald, 
July 16, 1975] 

NATION'S LEADERS PAY TRIBUTE TO MAY CRAIG 
(By Donald R. Larrabee) 

WASHINGTON.-President Gerald Ford and 
Vice President Nelson Rockefeller led a 
chorus of official tributes Tuesday to May 
Craig, recalling her dogged questioning at 



25414 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 28, 1975 
press conferences and her peppery dominance 
of Washington journalism for four decades. 

The President, calling her a "pioneer in 
American journalism," said he was saddened 
to learn of her passing. 

"A reporter for some 40 years, Mrs. Craig 
spent most of her career here as a respected 
Washington correspondent," the President 
said. "Although Mrs. Craig was retired for a 
number of years, her influence on national 
and local journalism will not be forgotten. 
She will be remembered for her integrity and 
dedication to her profession. 

"Mrs. Ford and I offer our condolences to 
her family." 

Vice President Rockefeller said May Craig's 
death "is a loss to journalism and to the 
American scene." He added: "She was a re
porter of high integrity and skill. Moreover, 
she was for decades a newsworthy figure in 
her own right, remembered with affection by 
all who knew her." 

Mrs. Craig died early Tuesday at a Silver 
Spring, Md., nursing home. She was 86. 

Senate Democratic Leader Mike Mansfield 
of Montana paid tribute to May Craig as "one 
of a vanishing breed." 

"I knew her and admired her. I had great 
affection for her. She was a real pro. She 
asked the questions that had to be asked and 
she got the answers or knew the reason why. 
I feel a sense of deep loss, professionally 
and more important, personally. She was a 
great lady," said Mansfield. 

Sen. Edmund Muskie, who knew her best 
among the Maine delegation, recalled Mrs. 
Craig as "one of the most alert, persistent 
and visible reporters on the Washington 
scene, widely respected and loved by the great 
and the small." 

Muskie added: "Her personal characteris
tics were annoying and endearing at one 
and the same time. She was peppery, un
daunted in her questioning and yet one 
never really resented it. She had an eye for 
the great issues and the key figures in the 
unfolding scene. 

"She was everywhere,'' Muskie continued. 
"She was determined to know what we knew 
and in the process became a great friend." 

Sen. William D. Hathaway remembered 
May Craig for her "sense of humor" as well 
as her fairness and accuracy as a reporter. 

"I have a lot of fond memories of her,'' 
said Hathaway. "One of the last times we 
were together I remember sitting on a couch 
in the speaker's lobby of the House when 
an intruder gained entry to the House floor 
and went racing past us through the lobby. 

"May asked me if I saw what happened,'' 
Hathaway recalled. "And that ended the in
terview. She had a better story then." 

Former Maine Governor John Reed said 
she had a "unique ability to secure all the 
facts and write them in an interesting man
ner." 

"Her early morning telephone calls to pub
lic officials were her trademark,'' said Reed, 
"and Maine readers were better informed be
cause of her tenacious pursuit of the news. 
She truly made her mark in the world of 
journalism." 

Federal Maritime Commissioner James V. 
Day, a Maine native, called May Craig a 
"competent reporter" and said she was high
ly regarded by her colleagues here. "She was 
truly a great lady," said Day. 

In more than three decades as a Washing
ton correspondent, Mrs. Craig covered the 
activities-and often forthrightly criticized 
the actions--of five presidents, Roosevelt, 
Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson. 
She kept in daily touch with the Maine dele
gation, whose work figured in her "Inside 
Washington" report, and though she oc
casionally socialized with them in her red 
brick home in the capital, she didn't allow 
friendship to affect her objectivity about 
them. 

Oddly, the spunky little lady who served 
the Guy Gannett publications came to be 

so uniquely identified with Maine that a 
1955 magazine article described her as hav
ing "a mind as sharp as cider vinegar, as 
retentive as a lobster trap." But May Cr<l.ig 
wasn't a native, and never had a home in 
Maine. 

Elizabeth May Craig was born Dec. 19, 1888 
on Coosaw Island, near Beaufort, S.C. Her 
father was a mechanic employed in the 
Charleston Navy Yard. The family moved to 
Washington, D.C. when May was 12. Her 
formal education was completed with grad
uation from Washington High School though 
40 years later she was to receive an honor
ary degree from the University of Maine. At 
age 20 she married Donald A. Craig, then 
Washington bureau chief of the old New 
York Herald. 

Some years after the arrival of their two 
children, Betty and Donald, Mrs. Craig broke 
into newspapering with a feature for the old 
New York World on how reticent Calvin 
Coolidge, then president, dictated his corre
spondence. Payment for the article was $2. 
She then began capitol coverage for the same 
publisher's North Carolina and Montana 
papers, pitching in to help with the Maine 
news, which her husband was then handling. 

After Don Craig's death in 1935, she ap
proached Guy Gannett, late publisher of 
the Portland Press Herald, Evening Express, 
Kennebec Journal and Waterville Sentinel. 
They reached an agreement. Mrs. Craig would 
carry on, but would devote her time ex
clusively to her Maine assignment. 

Though her column was not widely read 
outside Maine, it was her pert and peppery 
appearances on Meet The Press that gave 
Mrs. Craig-and the Maine newspapers-na
tional exposure. 

In that showcase where the petite reporter 
always appeared with her trademark, a flow
ery hat, she went Into verbal combat with 
ambassadors, cabinet members and presiden
tial candidates. Tabbed by Time Magazine 
as "the small woman who always gets to the 
front row," she posed her nettlesome ques
tions with a terrier-like tenacity. She herself 
called her queries "dodge-proof questions" 
and many a notable squirmed before the on
slaught. 

In her 33 years, she covered wars, legislative 
sessions, conventions and presidential cam
paigns. Her travels girdled the world, and 
individual junkets--often as a guest of the 
U.S. Air Force-took her to the Pacific and 
Japan, the Middle East and North Africa, to 
Canada, Mexico and Brazil. 

Though her syntax was sometimes thrown 
to the four winds, May Craig was the inde
fatigable newshound who conveyed her 
thoughts and feelings succinctly and with 
candor. 

She was far ahead of her time in her 
struggles for women's rights, and she did 
valiant battle in her chosen field, of news
papering, one of those most reluctant to ac
cept women on an equal footing. She often 
credited Guy Gannett with giving her a 
foothold in the profession, but the day-to
day slogging Mrs. Craig sturdily did for her
self. 

She was to be "first woman" in many 
other areas in connection with her work. 
Among them: first woman to fly over the 
North Pole, first woman to cover the London 
buzz bomb raids, the Normandy campaign 
and the liberation of Paris, first woman 
to fly the Berlin airlift, first woman corres
pondent accredited by the U.S. Navy and first 
woman reporter to cover the Korean truce 
talks. 

HER HONORS WERE also numerous. She 
served as president of the Women's National 
Press Club, received the Business and Pro
fessional Woman's Association award for dis
tinguished service in 1952, was named for 
the 1956 Woman of Achievement award 'from 
the American Federation of Soroptimist 
Clubs, the Big M Award from the Maine State 
Society in Washington, the first non-Mainer 

so honored, was cited by the GOP National 
Women's Committee in 1962 for covering 
every GOP women's conference to that date, 
and was made Headliner of the Year in 1952 
by Theta Sigmi Phi, professional journalism 
fraternity for women. 

Mrs. Craig was a member of the Women's 
National Press Club, the Overseas Press o! 
America and Theta Sigma Phi. 

She is survived by a son, Donald Alex
ander Craig and a daughter, Mrs. Albert 
(Betty) Clagget, and four grandchildren. 
Funeral services will be private. 

[From the Portland (Maine) Press-Herald, 
Dec. 4, 1965] 

NEWSWOI\IJ:AN MAY CRAIG SLATED To RETIRE 
DECEMBER 31 

'Y7ASHINGTON.-May Craig, one of America's 
most famous newspaperwomen and for more 
than 30 years the capital correspondent for 
the. Guy Gannett newspapers of Maine, will 
retrre at the end of the year. 

Mrs. Craig, who combined penetrating 
questions with pert hats, for more than 3 
decades has been the most widely read col
umnist in Maine. She covered Washington 
and the world for Guy Gannett newspapers in 
Portland, Augusta, and Waterville. 

For thousands of Maine families her daily 
column "Inside in Washington" was must 
morning breakfast table reading. Although 
little read outside Maine, Mrs. Craig became 
nationally famous as a panelist on the rn.dio 
and television program "Meet the Press." 

Millions of Americans came to know her 
as the Washington reporter who could be 
counted upon to enliven Presidential press 
conferences with the pointed question, the 
incisive query. 

Yet, though her questions occasionally 
rankled the famous, she was a close friend 
of every President from Franklin D. Roose
velt to Lyndon Baines Johnson. 

And, though she asked literally thousands 
of questions, "I never asked a question I 
later regretted,'' she noted as her retirement 
neared. 

Her column reflected the same penetrating 
quality that punctuated her questions. One 
column in 1964, "Decline of the United 
States-And Fall" attracted nationwide at
tention, was reprinted in U.S. News & World 
Report as well as newspapers throughout 
America. 

Her travels in search of the news took 
Elizabeth May Craig around the world, as a 
war correspondent in World War II, as the 
first woman to fly the Berlin airlift, as a 
correspondent during the Korean war, and 
to Africa as the continent merged during 
the early 1960's. 

Maine readers followed her byline around 
the world as she reported the great events of 
more than 3 decades. 

Yet May Craig also kept a close finger on 
the pulse of the Maine delegation in Wash
ington as she furnished readers with the 
news that most closely affected them. 

Mrs. Craig said that, when she retires at 
the end of the year, "I'm going to take a 
little time off to do nothing," but few readers 
will believe that she'll remain inactive long. 
She's been under contract for some time to 
write a book, so there's the strong likelihood 
that the typewriter, which for a third of a 
century had recorded the events that shaped 
the world, will not long be stilled. 

Millions of Americans who have seen Mrs. 
Craig on "Meet the Press" and at Presidential 
press conferences, have come to think of her 
as a Maine native. It comes as a shock to 
learn that she's a native of Coosaw, N.C., 
who moved to Washington as a young girl. 

No matter. She remains Maine in Wash
ington to many. She knows Maine intimate
ly and news of a postmaster's appointment 
in Waterville received the same close at
tention as a Washington national story. 

Now in her seventies (although she main-
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tains that she'll be 50 until she dies), Mrs. 
Craig never slowed down. Her columns from 
the beginning reflected her intense interest 
in almost everything and anything, from 
renovations of the White House to the war 
in Vietnam. 

For years she was up and on the go at 
6 a.m., and Maine Senators and Congress
men quickly learned to become accustomed 
to a telephone call from May Craig long be
fore they had risen from bed. 

She became in time almost as famous as 
some of t he officials she covered; more fa
mous than most. 

Married to a newspaperman, the late Don 
ald Alexander Craig, the Washington bureau 
chief for the New York Herald, as well as 
for the Guy Gannett newspapers, Mrs. Craig 
became the Washington correspondent for 
these newspapers in the early 1930's after the 
death of her husband. She has two children, 
a son and a daughter, and several grand
children. 

She maintains a home in Washington close 
to the Capitol. 

During her career Mrs. Craig covered the 
V-bomb raids in London during World War 
II, the Normandy campaign, the liberation 
of Paris, and the Korean war. Her travels 
for these newspapers have taken her to al
most every point on the globe. 

She was made a doctor of human letters 
by the University of Maine in 1946. She is 
a member of the Women's National Press 
Club, t he Overseas Press of America, and 
Thet a Sigma Phi. 

PRAISE FRoM L.B.J. 
President Johnson, learning in Texas of 

May Craig's retirement, sent her the follow
ing telegram Friday: 

"It's a long time from May to September, 
but May will always be May to me." 

[From the Portland (Maine) Evening 
Express, Dec. 3, 1965] 

TRIBUTE FROM PUBLISHER 
Mrs. Jean Gannett Arnzen, president and 

publisher of the Guy Gannett Publishing 
Co., issued this statement of tribute to May 
Craig: 

"May Craig has for many years been as in
separable from our parents as their name
plates. She has made them known, not only 
in Maine but in the Nation. Competing 
in an environment of top talent and strong 
personalities, she has had the vigor and the 
ability to be outstanding. 

"Obviously her retirement, so richly de
served cannot be treated casually. It will 
leave a. lonesome place in our columns. Her 
departure is too close to me, personally, to 
be dismissed in the course of business. 

"She was employed by our papers by my 
father, the late Guy P. Gannett, when he 
was establishing them and laying the foun
dations for their success. He always believed 
that one of the most important contributions 
was employing May Craig to represent his 
papers in Washington. 

"I shall always remember my father's great 
pride in his Washington correspondent and 
t he delight he had in her success." 

[From the Portland, Maine, Sunday 
Telegram, Dec. 19, 1965] 

"NATION Is BETTER FOR THIS OUTSTANDING 
WoMAN"-FROM PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S 
TRIBUTE TO MAY CRAIG 

(By Donald E. Hanson) 
To imagine a Presidential press conference 

without May Craig is like imagining the Cap
ital without the Washington Monument. 

For May Craig, to thousands of Maine 
n ewspaper readers, is Washington. For more 
than t hree decades she's been an indelible 
~1xture on the Washington scene. 

Presidents came and went. Elections 

changed the faces in the city and altered 
the complexion of the Nation. May Oraig 
remained. 

Now that too changes, for May Craig, who 
with pert hat and pointed questions became 
one of America's most famous newspaper
women, ret ires at the end of the year. 

Presidents from Franklin Delano Roose
velt to Lyndon Baines Johnson came to know 
and respect-and occasionally chafe at one 
of her barbed questions- the little and un
questionable First Lady of the Washington 
press corps. 

Although for thousands of Maine readers 
her column •·rnside in Washington" has been 
daily must reading for years at the breakfast 
table. Elizabeth May Craig was comparatively 
unread outside the State, except on occa
sions when her comments were reprinted in 
other newspapers and magazines. 

Her face, however, became almost as fa
mous as those of the personages she covered. 

Visitors to Washington have, after view
ing the landmarks of the city, often inquired 
of their host: "All this is fine, but where's 
May Craig?" And a Sunday Telegram re
porter, traveling in California, had only to 
mention that he worked for the Portland 
papers to receive the reply, "Oh, you mean 
May Craig's papers." 

To millions of Americans she became fa
mous as a fixture on the radio and television 
program "Meet the Press." She once made 
President Jim Carey, of the Electrical Work
ers Union, gulp visibly by asking: "Don't you 
t hink it un-American for a man to have to 
belong to a union to earn a living?" 

NO ONE IMMUNE 
No President was immune from the sharp 

May Craig question. President Roosevelt, 
after fielding a sharp one on three hops, 
asked May if she stayed awake all night 
thinking it up. "As a mattter of fact," shot 
back May, "I did." 

Roosevelt, Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, 
and Johnson all come to expect the unex
pected from May. President Kennedy was 
wise enough to realize that when a press 
conference began to take a dull turn that 
it was probably time to recognize Mrs. Craig. 

Yet, if Presidents occasionally rankled at 
a May Craig question, none was ever able to 
harbor a grudge. 

She was often a visitor at the Hyde Park 
home of President and Mrs. Roosevelt. Presi
dent Johnson, perhaps better than most, 
came to realize the many facets of May 
Craig. In 1956, when the then Senator John
son suffered a severe heart attack, each day 
to his hospital room was delivered a private 
letter from May, cheering him and informing 
him of the activities in the Senate. 
If the pointed questions, the unusual hats 

or the familiar features made May Craig a 
celebrity, they may also to some extent have 
obscured her real ability as a member of the 
Washington press corps. 

Eisenhower's press secretary, Jim Haggerty, 
ranked her equal to any reporter he knew, 
man or woman. Pierre Salinger, George 
Reedy, and Bill Moyers also learned she was a 
press correspondent to be reckoned with. 

May seemed to have a. knack for knowing 
where a story was; if she didn't intuitively 
know, her apparently insatiable curiosity 
about nearly everything and everybody led 
her to it. 

She wrote for more than 30 years with an 
unmistakable crisp style that occasionally 
crackled with brilliance. A 1964 column on 
t he "Decline of the United States-And Fall" 
became an overnight sensation, was reprint
ed in U.S. News & World Report and many 
newspapers. Thousands of readers throughout 
the United States sought reprints. 

After an early interview with Cuba's Fidel 
Castro, May rightly presaged that "Pistol 
packin' Fidel Castro will have to lay his 
pistol down if he is going to do the admin
istrative job that lies nefore him. He is apt 

to find being a statesman is more difficult 
than fighting." 

WITH THE TROOPS 
Although based for most of her newspaper 

career in Washington, May Craig's byline 
appeared over datelines from throughout the 
world. 

She was a tenacious war correspondent in 
World War II, heard the deadly buzz of the 
V-bombs over London, later was present 
at the allied liberation of Paris and became 
the first woman to ever fiy the Berlin air
lift. 

She was in Korea during that war; in the 
early 1960's toured Africa as that continent 
emerged. 

She went where the news took her, and 
diplomatic doors around the world opened 
to let her in. 

Most readers think of May Craig, who in
cidentally is 77 years old today, as a Maine 
native, yet she was born in Coosaw, S.C., one 
of a family of nine children. 

She moved to washington, D.C., as a 
youngster and high school officialdom was 
the first to quail before her pen. She was 
suspended from high school for 3 days after 
a piece she wrote for the school paper was 
judged to be diSrespectful of the faculty. 

She later married Donald Alexander Craig, 
himself a topdrawer newsman who was t l1.e 
Washington representative of the New York 
Herald in addition to the Maine newspapers. 

May's Maine newspaper career was 
launched when she began substituting for 
her husband, who was ill for a time before 
his death. In the early 1930's after her hus
band's death she agreed to continue as the 
Guy Gannett correspondent in Washington. 

Since then May's working day has begun 
at 6:30 a.m. and Washington officials long 
ago became accustomed to being awakened 
by an early query from May. By 8:30 a .m. 
she was heading toward the Capitol, the 
White House, or some other Govern ment 
agency in search of news. 

"Miss May," as President Truman called 
her, for years wrote her personal coluxnn 
" Inside in Washington" six times a week, a 
chore in itself. In addition, she daily covered 
the major breaking news as well as the 
more local stories from Maine's delegation 
at the Capitol. 

Although she is retiring, she's reluctant t o 
decide whether to retain her red brick home 
close to the Capitol she is so much a part of, 
or move nearer her son and daughter who 
live in Maryland. 

As a woman reporter, May fought hard for 
the same privileges as her male colleagues, 
but never used her sex as a plea for special 
consideration. She's long argued that women 
should be accepted for membership in the 
National Press Club in Washington. 

In 1947, while accompanying President 
Truman on a trip to Brazil, the press corps 
was scheduled to return to the United States 
with the Chief Execut ive aboard the battle
ship Missouri. May, barred because the Navy 
argued they had no facilities aboard for 
ladies, gave the Navy something to ponder 
and 2 years later was its guest on a cruise. 

Once dubbed "Dynamite in the blue dress" 
by a fellow journalist (she customarily wears 
blue), it's a description that somehow doesn't 
quite fit. For if May Craig's questions could 
be sharp or her battles with officialdom blis
tering, her underlying personality is far more 
pixie-ish than vindictive. 

"It hurts me," she once confessed, "to be 
thought of as a wisecracker. Actually, I never 
ask a question for any other purpose than 
to bring out something important." 

And only recently she declared that she'd 
never asked a question that she'd later re
gretted. May has always taken time phrasing 
her questions, mentally closing loopholes 
through which the answerer might escape. 

Although she has described herself as 75 
percent in favor of the New Deal, May Craig 



25416 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 28, 1975 
has always prided that she belongs to no 
political party. No matter who was in office, 
May was after the news. 

She clashed occasionally with public offi
cials that she covered; most recently with 
Maine's other famous lady in Washington, 
GOP U.S. Senator MARGARET CHASE SMITH. 
But such clashes are usually short lived. 

Her century-old Washington home is 
crammed with mementos of a rich Wash
ington life and frequently she hosts intimate 
dinner parties for a small group of friends 
and dignitaries. 

The menu is invariably the same, half a 
broiled chicken, sliced peaches soaked in 
brandy and a green vegetable for color con
trast. And the after-dinner conversation, like 
May's writing, is never dull. 

Few Washington cqrrespondents have trav
eled as widely or interviewed more foreign 
officials than has May Craig. From Germany's 
Adenauer to the Congo's Kasavubu, to Cuba's 
Castro, May Craig has talked to them all. 
Thirty articles on her tour of Africa were in
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at the 
request of U.S. Senator EDMUND S. MusKm. 

She's been behind the Iron Curtain into 
Russia twice, has toured Latin America, 
flown over the North Pole, has been to Korea 
and South America. 

Yet, Washington remained her beat and 
her home and to many Americans she and 
the capital became inexorably entwined. 

To these, a Washington without May Craig 
just won't be the same. 

TRmUTES 
Since the announcement of May Craig's 

retirement, letters of tribute have been pour
ing in. In addition to the President Johnson 
tribute, others have been received from: 

Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey, 
former President Harry S. Truman, former 
Vice President Richard M. Nixon, Thomas 
E. Dewey, Barry Goldwater, Senate President 
Carl Hayden, Senate Minority Leader 
Everett M. Dirksen, Senate Majority Leader 
Mike Mansfield, House Speaker John W. 
McCormack, House Minority Leader Gerald 
R. Ford, u.s. Senators Margaret Chase 
Smith and EdmundS. Muskie, U.S. Repre
sentatives Stanley R. Tupper and William 
D. Hathaway, former U.S. Representatives 
Robert Hale and Clifford G. Mcintyre, Sec
retary of State Dean Rusk, Secretary of 
Defense Robert S. McNamara, Secretary of 
Interior Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of Labor 
Will1am Wirtz, Secretary of Commerce 
John T. Connor, and Secretary of Agricul
ture Orville L. Freeman. 

THE WHITE HousE, 
Washington, D.O., December 4, 1965. 

May Craig was not only one of the first 
women reporters 1n Washington, but from 
the first she was one of the best. 

As Congressman, Senator, Vice President, 
and President, I have always found May 
Craig to be a help and an inspiration to me. 

She knows the world. More importantly, 
she seems to hold a stethoscope to the heart 
of mankind. I think she does so because 
she cares deeply for people and she is con
cerned with decency and justice. 

The Nation is better for having had this 
outstanding women on the scene to help 
chronicle the events of our day. 

Her friends will not forget her, and her 
influence will remain. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 

[From the Portland (Maine) Sunday Tele
gram,I>ec.5, 1965] 

L.B.J. LEADS IN HONORING MAY CRAIG 
Tributes from some of the Nation's lead

ing citizens were pouring in Sunday for 
May Craig, Washington correspondent for 

• • • 
The guests enjoyed a lavish buffet from a 

table which featured Mrs. Craig's famed hats 
in a symbolic centerpiece. Topping a floral 
arrangement was a huge hat made ot 
shredded newspapers and teletype tape. 
Lifesize photographic portraits of Mrs. Craig 
in familiar press conference poses, including 
a famous Life magazine action picture last 
year, were on display. 

The entertainment feature was a 10-min. 
ute film, prepared by NBC, highlighting 
some of Mrs. Craig's appearances on the 
"Meet the Press" television show. Veteran 
United Press International White House 
correspondent, Merriman Smith, narrated 
and the show's producer, Larry Spivak, 
added his own tribute. 

President Johnson's former press secre
tary, George Reedy, was there; also, Jim 
Hagerty, a vice president of ABC, who was 
President Eisenhower's press chief; Mrs. 
Elizabeth Carpenter, press secretary to Mrs. 
Lyndon Johnson; and assistant to the Presi· 
dent, Douglas Cater, and Mrs. Cater. 

From Capitol Hill came Senator and Mrs. 
Ernest Gruening, of Alaska; Senator Joseph 
Tydings, of Maryland; Senator and Mrs. 
Stuart Symington, of Missouri; Senator and 
Mrs. Frank Carlson, of Kansas; Senator Eu
gene McCarthy, of Minnesota; Representa
tive and Mrs. Howard Smith, of Virginia; 
and Mr. and Mrs. Ed Hudson. Mrs. Hudson, 
the former Blanche Bernier, has served for 
many years as secretary to Senator Smith. 

Representative William D. Hathaway was 
unable to attend. His office said he is under 
doctor's orders to restrict his social activities 
because of a recent leg injury. Representa
tive Stanley Tupper is in Las Vegas, Nev., on 
a speaking engagement and also sent his 
regrets. 

Other longtime friends from officialdom 
who attended included Adm. and Mrs. w. A. 
Raborn (the heads of CIA): Roosevelt, I>i· 
rector of the President's Committee on Equal 
Employment Opportunity; Prof. Albert Abra
hamson, of Bowdoin College; Mr. and Mrs. 
Edgar A. Comee (he is a former Gannett 
papers editorial writer. now with the Agency 
for International Development); Maritime 
Commissioner and Mrs. James V. Day, of 
Kennebunk; former Maine u.s. Representa
tives Cl11ford G. Mcintire, and Mrs. Mcin
tire; and Mr. and Mrs. Stephen Leo. Leo is a 
former political writer for the Gannett ne-ws
papers and former Government omcial, now 
in private business here. 

U.N. Ambassador Arthur Goldberg, who 
couldn't come, sent May warm greetings 
and said he was going to "miss you and your 
extremely able and discerning reporting
as well as your unfailing sense of humor 
and other fine qualities. We treasure our 
association with you on the Washington 
scene." 

He said he'd been trying out "the muse" 
and sent a long poem dedicated "To May" 
written by Mrs. Steven Goldstein of New 
York, who was not further identified. 

It went: 
"To May-who's retiring much too young, 
I join the chorus of praises sung. 
Since first you started back with Hoover, 
You've been the press corps' primest-est 

mover. 
You've livened Presidential chats. 
You've made us buy our wives new hats. 
You've caught us blushing, you've caught 

us wincing. 
You've caught us when we're not convincing. 
But on each story that you file, 
You never fail to make us smile. 
Oh, don't leave future press conferences 

waiting. 
They depend on you for their Neilsen rating. 
For you've made the toughest hem and 

haw-
Thank God you didn't take up the law ... 

(From the WacBhington (D.C.) Post, Feb. 15, 
1966] 

WINTER TRmUTES ARE WARM FOR MAY 
(By Dorothy McCardle) 

For years, Washington ne-wspaperwoman 
May Craig was famous for two things-her 
flowery hats and her prickly words. Millions 
of Americans laughed or gasped at the words 
and gawked at the hats on TV's "Meet the 
Press" and televised Presidential press con
ferences. 

Last night at a reception in honor of Mrs. 
Craig, she wore one of her famous hats but 
she hadn't a single astringent word left in 
her. She was so touched by all the tributes 
paid her that she was close to tears. 

The first moment of emotion came when 
President Johnson arrived unexpectedly dur
ing the reception given jointly by the Na
tional Press Club and the Women's National 
Press Club. 

As he entered the clubrooms of the NPC, 
he embraced Mrs. Craig and whispered at 
length into her ear. She was already wearing 
a white orchid corsage which he and Mrs. 
Johnson had sent her. 

"What did he say to you?" she was asked. 
"It was just for me," she said, and her voice 

quivered. 
A White House aid revealed how the 

President had spoken warmly of Mrs. Craig 
on his drive over from the White House. The 
President told his associates that he would 
never forget how thoughtful she had been 
to him when he had his heart attack in 1955. 

"She wrote to me or sent me a poem or a 
book every single day," the President recalled. 

May said later, "I have known him for 30 
years, first as a Congressman and a Senator 
and Vice President. I never thought of him 
as the President. I worried about him when 
he had that heart attack, just lying there." 

The President produced an even more 
tangible gift as he walked with Mrs. Craig 
among the 400 guests in the crowded club 
ballroom. He reached into his pocket for a 
small gold-wrapped box. "I brought you 
this," he said. 

Mrs. Craig was so undone as the crowd 
surged about her and the President that she 
handed it back to him to open for her. 

The President fished in his pocket for his 
glasses so he could see to upwrap a gold 
bracelet, bearing a single charm embossed 
with the Presidential Seal. The opposite side 
was blank, and the President noted that i1i 
should be engraved with the date. "You'll 
have to pay for the date," he quipped to her. 

After a 10-minute round of the ballroom 
With Mrs. Craig on his arm, the President 
left before the formal tributes began. They 
came in the shape of roses and hats pre
sented by Mary Gallagher, president of the 
Women's National Press Club, Windson 
Booth, president of the National Press Club, 
and Jean Gannett Arnzen, president of the 
Guy Gannett Publishing Co. of Maine, for 
which Mrs. Craig was a correspondent for 35 
years before she retired in December. A 
poetic tribute was read from U.S. Ambassador 
to the United Nations, Arthur J. Goldberg. 

Called upon for a speech, Mrs. Craig, wear
ing a Valentine red lace dress with matching 
hat of red velvet bows, said, "This is the 
loveliest thing that ever happened to me." 

But there was more fun to come with a 
12-minute film put together by Lawrence 
Spivak, producer of "Meet the Press," and 

· selected from Mrs. Craig's more than 250 
appearances on that TV show. Her hats and 
her hatpin sharp questions were on parade 
again, and she laughed as heartily as every
one else at her reruns. 

MINERAL EXPLORATION 
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, taking a 

hard look at the future we can see that 
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in addition to the energy crisis America 
also faces a shortage of mineral sup
plies. Such shortages would damage our 
economy and threaten the standard of 
living for the Nation as a whole. 

In view of the materials crisis, it would 
be folly for us to continue policies which 
in effect can deny our people the min
erals needed for the public good. 

On Friday in Coeur d'Alene, Assist
ant Secretary of the Interior Jack W. 
Carlson gave an excellent talk before the 
Idaho Mining Association regarding this 
problem. He pointed out that when we 
designate huge amounts of land as wil
derness areas, we may be sealing off po
tential mineral reserves which will be 
desperately needed in the future. Worst 
of all is the fact that in some cases this 
may be done without knowing how much 
mineral potential is being sacrificed in 
the name of environmental protection. 

It seems to me that if we are to make 
rational decisions regarding the use of 
our public lands, we must know exactly 
what it is that we are doing. We should 
know what mineral potential is involved 
before we classify land in a category that 
precludes mining. Once we know what 
the mineral potential is, then we can bal
ance this consideration against the de
sirability of taking the extreme action in
volved in wilderness classification. 

Mr. President, I support the idea that 
there are areas in our country which 
should be designated as wilderness and 
set aside so there is a minimum disturb
ance of nature. Some of these areas are 
within my own State. At the same time, 
it must be emphasized that what we are 
doing is to take land which often has 
several uses and restricting it to a single 
purpose which produces no tangible as
sets for most of the 213 million Ameri
cans. 

Mr. President, at a time when we are 
trying to make some important decisions 
regarding what our national priorities 
should be, this address by Mr. Carlson 
carries special significance. I ask unani
mous consent to have it printed in the 
RECORD for the benefit of those Members 
of Congress who are deeply concerned 
over this problem. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD. as follows: 

REMARKS OF ASSISTAl;T SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR JACK W. CARLSON 

Thank you Mr. Chairman, and Good Morn
ing, ladies and gentlemen. Thank you for 
inviting me out here into the beautiful 
mountain West which I call home. Thank 
you also for giving me the opportunity to 
talk to you about a problem which this Na
tion wlll have to face up to in the very near 
future. 

The problem is-stated simply-how are 
we going to keep on supplying the minerals 
which this Nation needs, in the increasing 
quantities which wlll be required in the next 
two decades? 

I am well aware that government may 
make plans, and government may pass laws, 
and government may change the regulatory 
climate which can have a very marked effect 
upon your industry-but I am also aware 
that minerals do not come out of the ground 
in accordance with governmental regulation. 
Minerals do not come out of these moun
tains and into gondola cars by reason of a 
legislative action. I am aware that minerals 
must be mined-and they must be mined by 
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you-before this Nation can benefit from will continue to increase. Even if Zero Popu
their use. lation Growth could be achieved next year-

It is fitting that we address the problem of the requirements of people who are already 
continued sufficiency in mineral supplies alive would dictate that we must increase 
here in beautiful Coeur d'Alene. This area our mineral production. 
is one of the Nation's most important in While common sense indicates that we 
mineral production, yet its very beauty must increase accessibility to minerals
is one of the reasons why this Nation there are many activities and actions cur
is now on a collision course bet ween the two rently under consideration, each of which 
disparate concepts-the production of min- will reduce accessibility of lands for mineral 
erals on the one side and the preservation of production. 
beauty on the other side. Can we achieve en- In our part of the world, for example, con
vironmental objectives and at the same time sider the following: There is a proposal to 
meet the Nation's needs for minerals? Can establish the Hells Canyon National Recrea
we afford to dedicate land to a single purpose tiona! Area, which action would prohibit dam 
use-if that land is needed for many pur- construction and create a national recreation 
poses and if that land is suited to many area on the Middle Snake River. This pro
needs? Coeur d 'Alene is a fitting stage for posal has the support of the Governors of 
this discussion. Idaho's mineral production Idaho, Oregon and Washington, and is sup
in 1974 was valued at $196 million, with ported by the Senators from Oregon and 
Shoshone County contributing over half of Idaho. 
that total. Idaho leads the Nation as a do- Although the southern part of this beau
mestic primary producer of silver, is second tiful area contains potentially significant 
in lead and fifth in the production of zinc- copper deposits and one active producing 
yet Idaho, together with the other mineral mine immediately adjacent to the south, we 
producing Rtates, is not producing anywhere must remember that the NRA proposal-if 
near enough of these three minerals to enacted-would permanently prohibit future 
satisfy the Nation's needs. Last year we im- mineral entry in the area. The Administra
ported 70 percent of the silver we used, 60 tion proposes that no further action on NRA 
percent of the zinc and 20 percent of the designation go forward until the ongoing 
lead. mineral study by Interior's Bureau of Mines 

The amounts of these three important and Geological Survey is completed in 1976. 
minerals which we will require in the next The United States Forest Service is con
two decades will certainly increase. We do ducting claim validity examinations on ap
not feel that we can reduce our imports of proximately 7,000 claims staked within the 
these metals, but we certainly want to en- Sawtooth National Forest. The mineral po
courage domestic production. We need to tential study by the Bureau of Mines and 
remind this Nation that an adequate supply Geological Survey put on record the fact that 
of minerals is equally important to an ade- this area contains large undeveloped mineral 
quate supply of energy, if we are to maintain resources and is one of the most highly min
the standard of living which the American eralized and potentially productive regions 
people want. in Idaho. 

In 1974, the Office of Management and Governor Andrus wants the size of Idaho 
Budget-which is an official arm of the wilderness area increased over that recom
President of the United States-studied mended by the Forest Service, the Depart
the implications of our dependence upon for- ment of Agriculture and the President. The 
eign supplies for lead, zinc, and silver. At Governor has proposed upping the acreage to 
that time, we had been jolted heavily by 1.8 million acres, and environmental orga
the cartel actions of the OPEC nations in nizations are pushing for a 2.3 million acre 
turning off the flow of cheap, seemingly in- figure. Because this area is so beautiful, it 
exhaustible crude oil. The Nation had to is very attractive to environmentalist s who 
determine if there was a chance that our seek to preserve natural beauty. 
supplies of lead, zinc and silver could be Each proposal to establish a wilderness 
shut off in the same manner, and we had area can be defended logically because so 
to determine what the results would be to much of the mountain West fits the quali
the Nation's economy, and to the Nation's fications people have in mind when they use 
safety. the words "wilderness area." But we must 

The results of that study, which relied . consider the other needs of man, in addition 
heavily upon statistical information compiled to his need for unspoiled beauty in his west
by our Bureau of Mines, were that we could ern scenery. And we must consider the cu
not be hit with a cartel-cause catastrophe in mulative effect of the addition of more and 
these metals, similar to the cartel-cause more wilderness areas. Is it possible to add up 
catastrophe in the crude oil situation. How- so many "good" proposals that their sum 
ever, it was definitely seen that short term total is "bad''? 
supply disruptions were possible and that As of November 1973, 37 Idaho areas total
they should be avoided to the extent possi- ling 4 and a quarter million acres were iden
ble. We are monitoring and will continue to tified as either existing or potential Forest 
monitor that situation. Service wilderness area. In Montana, 46 areas 

No matter the extent of the disruptions totaling 3 .6 million acres were identified; in 
which are possible, it is obvious that we must Oregon, 22 areas with more than a million 
expand domestic production-if we are to . acres; and in Washington there are 29 areas 
continue our econmnic growth and if we are comprising more than two million acres! 
to continue to maintain a position of na- If all of these wilderness areas are incor
tional security, free from outside dangers. porated into the Wilderness System, over 

We estimate that the growth of demand 11 million acres will be removed from mineral 
is in the nature of 1.4% per year for lead; entry on the public domain. 
1.2% per year for silver and 2.6% per year A summary of all the public domain shows 
for zinc. We are forecasting annual U.S. pri- that 55 % of it has already barred from 
mary demand in the year 2000 as being 1.5 access for mineral exploration or produc
million short tons of lead; 3.1 million short tion, and that percentage figure will rise to 
tons of zinc and 230 million troy ounces 78 % if all pending proposals are adopted. 
of sliver. It should be obvious to anyone that Can we afford to dedicate such a tremendous 
the continued dedication of public lands part of our available land to the luxury of 
to a single purpose use will not help the one-purpose use? 
industry supply America's needs. Somehow we If each and every one of these proposed 
must remove some of the restrictions which wilderness areas is a good proposal-if each 
are hampering our efforts-and your efforts- and every one would make a valued con
to produce the needed minerals in the quan- tribution as a wilderness-can we afford 
tities needed for an economically healthy the contributions and still remain strong and 
Nation. secure in our Nation's supply of minerals 

Obviously, the demand is increasing and which .are absolutely required? 
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But this is not the end of the story at all, 

insofar as reduced accessibility to the public 
lands is concerned. Let us go a bit farther ... 

The Alpine Wilderness Area in the Cascade 
Mountains of Washington calls for an area 
of 292,000 acres as proposed by the Forest 
Service. The Alpine Lakes Protection Society, 
a group of environmental organizations, 
wants a 575,000 acre wilderness core sur
rounded by a 437,000 acre national recrea
tion area, which would remove not 292,000 
acres-but more than a million acres, from 
the area upon which you must produce the 
Nation's needs in the next decades. I am sure 
that the Alpine Lakes area is worthy of des
ignation as a Wilderness Area, or as a Na
tional Recreation Area. Its support by the 
mayors of Seattle and Tacoma, and even by 
Governor Evans of Washington shows that it 
is a worthy proposal. 

But here-again-Interior's mineral re
source study disclosed areas of potentially 
significant mineral deposits that were not 
considered in the recent hearing on the larger 
NRA held by the House of Representatives in 
Washington. More importantly, we have not 
had the resources to make a mineral study of 
about two-thirds of the larger area under 
consideration. So the question becomes, 
"Should we make decisions concerning pub
lic lands future use before we even learn 
what minerals those public lands con
tain?" ... and another question grows louder 
all the time, "Where will the Nation find the 
minerals for generations yet to come?" 

In addition to the problem of disappearing 
acres of public domain, the mining industry 
is facing another challenge-a battle between 
those who would preserve the native beauty 
and those who must produce the needed 
minerals. The mining industry is not winning 
that battle, not at the moment and not here 
in Idaho. 

As you are aware, metal pollution of the 
South Fork of the Coeur d'Alene River and 
in the beautiful lake itself, is being studied 
by the University of Idaho and by Washing
ton State University. The source of that pol
lution is reported as tailings from the Coeur 
d'Alene Mining District that have washed 
downstream. 

Todays mining adheres to stricter stand
ards than were in efl'ect when this was a 
frontier land. Todays mining does not--must 
not-leave permanent scars. Proper extrac
tion techniques can remove the minerals the 
Nation needs and still leave a landscape 
suited to recreational use for future genera
tions. 

The Environmental Protection Agency has 
ordered the Bunker Hill Company to reduce 
sulfur dioxide emissions by 85 percent by Au
gust 1975 and by 96 percent in 1977. The State 
plans call for a 72 percent reduction by Au
gust of 1975. The State Director of the De
partment of Health and Welfare says that the 
state plan will be enforced without EPA ap
proval if necessary. Governor Andrus has 
been reported as saying that the state will 
not hesitate to defend Bunker Hill against 
EPA if EPA insists upon unrealistic regula
tions. We are very happy to report that the 
pilot plant which Bureau of Mines is operat
ing at the Bunker Hill smelter, using the 
citrate process to remove S02, is showing ex
cellent promise. 

But the question comes louder all the 
time, how are we going to produce the need
ed minerals if the producing area is even 
more severely circumscribed? 

As you are probably aware, the Energy Re
search and Development Administration is 
currently asking Congress for increased ap
propriations which would pay for the con
struction of a pilot plant in the Raft River 
Valley, a plant which will produce energy 
from geothermal steam. Yet, geothermal 
steam is no longer the darling of the envi
ronmentalists--Qnd we have the suit filed 
by the Sierra Club to halt geothermal devel
opment as proof of this activity. The new 

concern for the environment is based on the 
fact that geothermal brines may pose an en
vironmental disposal problem-and on the 
fact that the high temperat·.1re discharge of 
the geothermal steam or hot water may re
sult in thermal pollution. We agree that 
these problems must be addressed and that 
they must be conquered. We do not agree 
that the orderly development of alternate 
sources of energy-nor additional sources of 
minerals-should be halted by unreasonable 
environmental attacks. 

As I am sure you already know, thorite de
posits in the Lemhi Pass area are being con
sidered as a source of fuel for a nuclear re
actor in Pennsylvania. The thorite resource 
appears significantly large. Obviously, this 
requires further exploration. The orderly de
velopment of nuclear reactor power sources 
has been seriously hampered, and in many 
instances stopped outright ... by well mean
ing persons who worry about possible pollu
tion, and/ or about possible danger from 
nuclear reactors, or by worry about storage 
of the waste products of the nuclear process
es. We must address the problems of nuclear 
radiation leaks, and the problems of waste 
product st01.•age and the problems of thermal 
pollution potential which accompany nu
clear plants. But there is a great difl'erence 
between addressing and solving problems
on the one hand-and abandoning a very 
promising energy source because of hysteri
cal attacks. Let's put things in perspective. 
It is certain that bee stings caused more 
deaths in the United States last year than 
did pollution from nuclear power plants. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the mining in
dustry, it is obvious that it is possible to 
have too much of a good thing. 

Many wilderness proposals are good things. 
But we can have so many that our ability to 
provide for our needs is severely curtailed. 
It is possible to have too much wilderness 
recreation area and too much game range. 
But we do not have to have too much. We 
can address our problems and we can con
quer them. 

Clean air legislation is, of itself, good. It 
protects the health and safety of the human 
population, and that is a good thing. But it 
is possible to have too much of a good thing. 
It is possible to have restrictions enacted into 
law which unduly restrict production, with
out safeguarding human health. It is pos
sible to have too much Clean Air legislation
of the wrong kind. At a time when this Na
tion desperately needs all of its energy 
sources, we have clean air legislation which 
makes it almost impossible to expand the 
use of abundant coal-yet which do not safe
guard human life or human safety. We need 
to change those rules. Not abandon the prin
ciple, just remedy the excesses which have 
crept into the legislation, into the regula
tions and into the court decisions-most of 
which have been caused by our zeal to do a 
good job of protecting the environment. 

In addition to the wilderness proposals 
shrinking the world we have to work with, 
and in addition to the necessary and un
necessary environmental constraints shrink
ing the area in which we have to work
there is another danger at the present time. 
There are many moves afoot to revise, re
form, re-enact, amend and otherwise change 
the venerable old Mining Law of 1872, which 
has served this Nation well for more than a 
century. The Administration favors updat
ing and improving the Mining Law of 1872. 
But we are worried that we may have too 
much of a good thing here also. We remember 
that the individual prospector is the man 
who located most of our minerals in the 
past ... and we do not want to lose him. 
We remember the contributions made by the 
small mine operator in building the Nation 
we have today ... and we don't want to 
lose him. 

Last week I had the privilege of testify
ing before the Subcommittee on Mines and 

Mining of the House Interior Commitee rela
tive to the proposals to change the Mining 
Law of 1872. I stressed five main points, ob
jectives which we believe that any reform 
of the Mining Law should address. 

1. Exploration, development and produc
tion of minerals on public lands should be 
encouraged through adequate access to the 
public lands. 

2. The Federal Government should con
tinue to rely on the private sectors for min
eral exploration, development and produc
tion of essential minerals. 

3. Any law would assure adequate secu
rity of tenure to the minerals discovered, 
but not necessarily to surface ownership. 
After completion of the normal mining cycle, 
title to public lands must remain with the 
public. 

4. Claims, long since dormant, which re
main as clouds upon titles to some of these 
hnds, should be identified and either re
corded or allowed to lapse. 

5. Any new mining law should provide for 
sound environmental controls during ex
ploration, development, mining, and should 
provide for land reclamation after mining. 

It is our hope that the Congress of the 
United States will come up with changes to 
the Mining Law of 1872-changes which are 
overdue and needed. It Will be a good thing 
if they do come up with some changes. But 
agai:1, we don't want too much of a good 
thing. 

By now I must be beginning to sound like 
a broken record ... but my point is worth 
repeating, and we must repeat it over and 
over again to all segments of the American 
public. 

Wilderness areas are good things, and en
vironmental restrictions are good things. But 
it is possible to have so much of one good 
thing that it overbalances other desirable 
things, giving an overall negative efl'ect. 

It is possible to have so many good things 
that we cannot produce the minerals which 
this Nation needs. 

We can have too much of any one thlng. 
Thank you. 

AN INSTITUTE FOR ENGINEERING 
RESEARCH IN THE OCEANS 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, over 
the last decade the Nation has become 
increasingly a ware of the economic 
potential of the oceans. Reaping these 
potential benefits will call for contin
ued technical advances in the area of 
ocean engineering. These advances are 
needed not only for achieving economic 
objectives, but also for protecting the 
ocean ecosystem and mitigating any ad
verse impacts that accompany develop
ment. 

Being chairman of the Commerce Sub
committee on Oceans and Atmosphere, I 
follow closely the activities of both the 
National Advisory Committee on Oceans 
and Atmosphere-NACOA-and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration-NOAA. Recently, after 
considerable study, a panel of NACOA 
proposed that an Institute for Engineer
ing Research in the Oceans be es
tablished within NOAA. The Institute 
would coordinate the development of the 
rapidly growing field of ocean engineer
ing. It would foster technical research in 
order to broaden the engineering alter
natives for solving the problems of ocean 
resources management. The NACOA 
panel considered nine different existing 
Government entities as "parent" organi
zations within which to locate the new 
Institute. NOAA was recommended as 
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being the most suitable agency to con
tain a new program -whose focus is on 
better coordination of civilian ocean 
technology and management of ocean 
resources. 

With pleasure I call to the attention 
of my colleagues a recent article by 
David A. Katcher which appears in the 
J une 1975 issu:; of the Marine Technology 
Society Jow·nal. The article discusses the 
NACOA panel proposal in more detail; I 
ask unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
\vas ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follow:;: 
AN INSTITUTE FOR ENGINEERING RESEARCH 

IN THE OCEANS 

(By David A. Katcher) 
This is a. brief account of how a proposal 

for an Institute for Engineering Research in 
the Oceans by a. panel t of the National Ad
visory Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere 
(NACOA) came about. It will also state why 
research, regarded as a put-off by some engi
neers and practical people in a hurry, was 
deliberately made part of the title, and why 
such an Institute is thought to be a prag
matic approach to the practical demands of 
the ocean engineer who has to do a. safe job 
in the ocean for the least cost. 

PERSISTENT PROBLEM 

NACOA is a new force in ocean affairs, hav
ing been created by statute in late 1971 as a 
consequence, in part, of the urging of the 
Stratton Commission for an oversight group 
drawn from outside the federal establish
ment. It meets about 10 times a year, is 
briefed extensively on marine and atmos
pheric affairs, and issues annual and occa
sional special reports dealing with topics it 
agrees are of national importance and on 
which it feels useful suggestions may be 
made. 

Ocean engineering has been one of the 
perennial oceanic problems brought before 
the Committee since its beginning, and one 
problem it found difficult either to take on 
or to leave alone. Ocean engineering was hard 
to deal with because the relative roles of 
government and industry are not easily 
agreed to in the abstract, especially since the 
responsibility involved is costly. Also ocean 
engineering was hard to leave alone because 
it was unfinished business of both the Marine 
Council and the Stratton Commisslon, and 
is a legitimate, national need, which, how
ever brought to national attention, however 
recommended, and however urged, had re
ceived little or no action in return. 

NACOA had been urged, for example, to 
take up where the Marine Council had left 
off by Dr. Edward Wenk, Jr., the Council's 
Executive Secretary through most of its 
existence, who was a member of NACOA its 
first year. The Committee nevertheless hesi
tated, largely because its members were not 
in agreement on the role government should 
play in stirring up activity. It has been the 
general practice of the Committee to handle 
first those matters on which it finds a gen .. 
eral consensus. 

AN EXCHANGE OF PUNTS 

This consensus was found in a brief 
"interim" measure proposed in NACOA's 
Second Annual Report. The Committee 
recommended that the Oceanographer of the 

1 The Ocean Engineering Panel consisted of 
Donald B. Rice, President of RAND, chair
man: Mr. Charles F. Baird, Sr., vice president, 
International Nickel Co., Inc.; Dr. Dayton H. 
Clewell, Sr .• vice president, Mobil Oil Corp.; 
and Mr. Elmer P. Wheaton, vice president, 
Lockheed Missiles & Space Co. 

Navy be appointed federal eoordinator for 
Marine Technology Development in order 
to ease the technical transfer of Navy ex
pertise in ocean engineering, where ap
plicable, from -the mllitary to the civllian 
sector. It no longer makes sense to have 
generally useful information on ocean engi
neering segregated, unless questions of mili
tary security are involved. 

Now, the Secretary of Commerce coordi
nates the response of the federal agencies 
with NACOA's Annual Reports (which are 
submitted to the President and the Congress 
with a delay enroute for these comments). 
The Secretary returned the compliment of 
NACAO's recommendation by suggesting an 
interim step be taken before its interim pro
posal be considered. He wrote asking that 
NACOA survey civilian needs in Ocean Engi
neering, define the specific application to 
which a federal program should address 
itself, suggest the relative roles of govern
ment and industry, and recommend what 
the government effort should be. 

This time the Committee didn't duck. It 
appointed a Panel which set to work with 
the idea. that it would find out what, spe
cifically, needed doing and why it had not 
been done before. 

The latter proved easier to do first. Ocean 
engineering proposals had been received 
quite sceptically by those outside the ocean 
engineering community. They were too 
open-ended. Costs were easy to identify, but 
the benefits were not. The guardians of the 
national purse saw the camel's nose coming 
sliding in under the tent flap. They were not 
about to sanction a costly technological 
adventure, like the space program, which had 
uncertain direct economic or social benefit. 

Sympathetic with this cautiousness, the 
NACOA Panel assumed, in taking on the 
assignment, that by being specific it would 
avoid the curse of ominously undefinable 
dowl!stream costs. The Panel would find out 
what real work was to be done. Perhaps 
the complaints were just talk, and the ocean 
engineering which needed doing was being 
done. Perhaps the cries of anguish were 
coming from people with few ideas who 
wanted funds to go looking for some. Ocean 
Engineering might really turn out to be a 
non problem. 

In looking for the specific-indeed as the 
Secretary had requested-the panel accepted 
the necessary and important distinction be
tween the need for engineering or for sci
entific foresight. The engineer must know 
what for and why, a restriction which would 
hobble the scientist. Yet this puts the engi
neer in a bind if he is held on too short a 
tether. He is supposed to get things done 
even if he doesn't know all he'd like to 
know. Yet what he does know may be quite 
xnargina.l. What he seeks must be job
related. Yet specific problems having to do 
with gear or instruments, with site specific 
characteristics, etc.-no matter how impor
tant or critical they are by themselves-are 
trivial candidates for a national effort. Engi
neering "need" shows up too late almost by 
definition. Data becomes most important 
when it is needed, and the harder it is 
to get, the later it turns out to be. The 
Stratton Commission, by recommending 
work in "fundamental technology" at
tempted to l.reak out of the engineers' 
paradox of being unable to prove a problem 
was important until it was so late you 
had to buy your way through. The sug
gestion didn't take largely, perhaps, be
cause it was too open-ended. 

The NACOA panel was going to avoid 
being trapped in generality-perhaps there 
were classes of specifics. 

TOO MANY CANDIDATES 

When it came to looking for specifics, the 
Panel found that the woods-or rather tbe 
waves--were full of them. "The ground has 
been well-ploughed," the Panel wrote in 

summarizing its findings in a report to the 
Secretary of Commerce; 2 "There is no ques
tion but that there are things to do in ocean 
engineering," the Panel wrote, "but too many 
to do all at once." What struck the Panel was 
that there were many reasonable suggestions 
for improving the national effort, a goodly 
number of which had been on the record for 
some time. Yet there was no agreement on 
what projects or programs ought to be done 
first, there was no specific application of 
ocean engineering to civilian needs on which 
there was general agreement that it was crit
ical, urgent, of national breadth, yet ignored. 

Midway in its deliberations the Panel con
sidered the possibility that nothing stood out 
as critical because, as soon as it was, it got 
worked on. Perhaps many projects and pro
grams ought to be worked on simultaneously 
with no particular push here or there, with 
emphasis shifting as the c!emand shifted. 

Yet, "Drifting along until we hit a snag," 
the Panel wrote, "seemed hardly the useful 
thing to do." The Panel found what Mr. 
Wheaton, in testimony before the Subcom
mittee on O:::eanography of the House Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
called "a general malaise about inaction on 
mid-range requirements 3 to 5 years off. This 
inaction," he said, "as experience has shown 
in the past, means expensive, hasty, and not 
necessarily successful engineering efforts 
when a practical requirement suddenly 
arises.'' 

It was for this reason the Panel concluded 
(to quote now from the report) that "The 
paramount national civilian ocean engineer
ing need is not a specific number of proJects 
in ocean engineering, but rather a modest 
organization whose function it would be to: 

" {a) work on and develop standards which 
"{b) fund good ideas in meeting basic en

gineering; 
"(b) fund good ideas in meeting masic en

gineering needs to the point where they could 
generate support on their merit or fade 
away on their lack of it; and 

" (c) animate technical transfer and pro
fessional communications. 

"The basic needs would be to be concern
ed not so much with systems as with special 
materials, techniques, and engineering char
acteristics required for many different kinds 
of marine operations." 

The Panel arrived reluctantly at an orga
nizational conclusion rather than a program 
of specific applications: ocean engineering is 
more expensive than engineering on land: 
drift meanlt we would all be losers; and 
needed are available technical alternatives 
when important commitments are made so 
that we are not trapped into expedient and 
possibly environmenta.lly dertimenta.l actions. 

To recap: somewhat to its surprise, the 
Panel had found the "needs" of ocean engi
neering and been studied almost to death 
that by and large the terms in which these 
needs were specified didn't seem to change 
over the years, and that despite years of 
seasoning, strong priorities had not emerged. 
Yet it found also, along the line, the price 
was lost time, the cost of overdesign, and 
the expense of unrellability. Use of the 
oceans was expanding faster than the knowl
edge provided to support it. There was Utt.le 
reserve of technology to provide the tech
nical alternatives to meet requirements. In
difference had not made the problem go 
away, and some sort of stimulus might be 
needed. 

SELECTION SCHEME 

The Panel had found that short-range 
ocean engineering problems and applications 
were being attacked and solved but often by 

2 "Engineering in the Ocean," a report to 
the Secretary of Commerce, by the National 
Advisory Comxnlttee on Oceans and Atmos
phere. Government Printing Office, Washing• 
ton, D.C. November 15. 1974. 
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expedient methods, costly because of haste. 
The conviction grew tha..t some catalyst 
would help. This conviction grew from the 
hankering, expressed again and again, for 
an ocean enginering role similar to that ONR 
played in providing continuity in the sup
port of basic research, and for the role the 
NACA played in drawing together the frag
mented and uncoordinated development of 
aeronautical engineering. 

The conditions which made these agencies 
so appropriate do not exist for ocean engi
neering today, but there is no good reason 
why results similar to those produced by 
ONR and NACA could not be achieved. If a 
catalyst is needed to stimulate engineering 
in the oceans because a programmatic solu
tion does not seem sensible, why not create 
one? The Panel proposed an Instit u te for 
Engineering Research in the Oceans. 

Details of the characteristics and orga
nizational structure of this Institute were 
not spelled out. The Panel felt the concept 
would be best detailed by the legislative proc
ess which would allow all interested parties 
to be heard. But it felt that certain broad 
features were essential, especially since it 
made the Institute something of a hybrid: 

The Institute would need the technical 
competence to know technical competence 
when it saw it and so funding would have to 
be used to support some in-house effort al
though the major portion would have to be 
used to support outside work at universities 
and in industry. 

Matching-fund requirements for outside 
effort would take advantage of local judg
ment and local priorities and test Inst itut e 
judgments. 

A Board of Governors, representative of in
dustry, the universities, and government, 
would keep close tabs on management and 
keep it representative. 

The mission of the Institute should be 
ranging the field rather than getting bogged 
down in expensive demonstration projects. 
Thus, would it hedge its bets, use seed money, 
avoid taking on dependents. 

The Panel felt that about 150 professionals 
would be a critical mass, a budget of $5, 15, 25 
million (at full strength) would provide rea
sonable funds but would have to be careful
ly dispensed, and early review in two years, 
and major reassessment in five years would 
hopefully help such an Institute on a use
ful course. 

NOAA OR THE NAVY? 
Where to put this Institute was, of course, 

a matter of great concern. In discussion since 
the Report came out, one of the questions 
most frequently asked was: Why NOAA? 
Why not the Navy? 

The Panel considered the possibility of 
suggesting that the role of the Oceanographer 
of the Navy in civilian ocean engineering be 
enlarged by providing funds for him to dis
pense funds in its support. But they could 
not escape the fact that it would be inap
propriate today to fund a purely civilian 
endeavor in that manner. 

It ha.d always been a m atter of deep regret 
that it proved so difficult to take advantage 
of the Navy's expertise. But whatever the 
reasons for this difficult y may be, no one felt 
they would go away easily. To depend on 
removing the normal obstacles to mllitary I 
civilian transfer, or to sugest initiating mili
tary oversight of essentially civilian func
tions, seemed to the Panel to be unrealistic. 

The Panel considered, in addition to the 
Navy, t he National Science Foundation, the 
National Bureau of Standards, the National 
Academies of Science and Engineering, the 
National Aeronautics and Space Adminis
t ration, the Maritime Administration, the 
Department of the Interior, and the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 
Each agency had its strengths, each its draw
backs. The principal reason for finally sug-

gesting NOAA was that~ despite the fact 
NOAA has never developed a large marine 
program (outside of fisheries), it is the agen
cy NACOA has found to be the logical focus 
for the management of ocean resources and 
for the coordination of civilian ocean tech
nology. It is a young agency. The Institute, 
reporting directly to the Administrator of 
NOAA, would have to be protected against 
fragmentation within the agency, and pro
vided with close, high-level contact with 
the Navy, the USGS, the USCG, and other 
federal agencies with marine responsibilities. 
This matter of liaison is the key. An in 
dependent Institute would have a hard hoe 
to row. NOAA seemed a logical umbrella. 

ENGINEERING "RESEARCH" IN THE OCEANS 
The normal ambiguity, confusion, and 

downright disagreement about pure and ap
plied research and advanced development in 
science becomes even worse when it comes 
to engineering because engineering comes 
when you have something specific to do. It 
comes when you have to build something 
to last and perform as desired, when you 
look for service rather than for understand
ing. By definition it is applied; marching 
orders are required. 

Yet who is to provide the information 
and data to allow engineering to proceed 
efficiently if the handbooks don't have it? 
Economic and technological demands require 
an understanding of and control of material 
and environmental characteristics which are 
demanding and precise, and in the rapid 
changes of today not necessarily on hand. 
This means an orderly approach must be 
taken to developing technological alterna
tives in advance of their actual requirement 
so that they are available when the engineer
ing is undertal{en. Cut and t-ry is too ex
pensive a luxury and time consuming. 

That is why "research" was made part of 
the title. "Engtneering" is to keep the work 
purpos.~ful, "research" to give it foresight. 
"Engineering r.esearch" is risky and there
fore n ecessarily subject to constrained sup
port. 

The payoff? Better engineering in the 
oceans as the nation grows, more and more, 
to depend on use of the oceans' resources. 

There are times, and the panel felt this 
to be one, when failure to make an expendi
ture early me.ans greater cost later. Modern 
technologic demands on engineering impose 
precise demands for the understanding of 
and control of complicated physical chara..c
teristics without relaxing the practical con
straints of budget and schedule. Ocean en
gineering is more expensive than engineering 
on land and it is precisely for this reason 
that its currently uncoordinated develop
ment--the la..ck of data communication, the 
failure to test components, the uncovering 
of difficulty when it's too late to head off, 
makes an Institute an economical invest
ment. It is not a new idea so much as it is 
a late idea. It should have been tried before. 

LEARNING WHAT WORKS 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, program 
evaluation does not sound like a very ex
citing subject, but it is something that is 
absolutely essential to the legislative 
process. For too long, the Congress has 
been content to stumble around in the 
dark, throwing huge sums of money at a 
problem and hoping it does some good. 
We have simply got to do better. 

I am not talking about setting up a 
massive, new oversight and evaluation 
bureaucracy, nor about conducting a 
long, drawn-out study before we pass a 
blll. What we must do, however, is to 
build an effective evaluation mechanism 

into the programs we do pass. We have 
to spend just a little bit of a program 
appropriation to see whether that pro
gram is working. If it is working that 
is fine. If not, we had better fix ii. But 
the Congress needs to know. It needs 
effective program evaluation. 

Three professors from Harvard have 
conducted some interesting research in 
the program evaluation area, and their 
findings are discussed in a timely and 
thought-provoking article in the Wall 
Street Journal. The article-"Learning 
What Works" by Alan L. Otten-deals 
with a study conducted by Profs. Fred
erick Mosteller, Richard Light, and John 
Gilbert. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LEARNING WHAT WORKS 
WASHINGTON.-Government spends billions 

on big new programs to improve society. Yet 
many don't work very well, and officials know 
surprisingly little about which do and which 
don't, or why. 

One reason for this costly ignorance, ac
cording to an exhaustive study by three 
so~ial scientists, is that the White House 
and Congre3s don't insist on good procedures 
to evaluate whether and how well each new 
program is achieving its intended goals. Bet
ter evaluation, they insist, would save time 
and money and produce great er progress. 

The study, commissioned by the Battelle 
Memorial Institute, was conducted by Har
vard professors Frederick Mosteller, Richard 
Light and John Gilbert. They examined 
some 30 well-evaluated innovative programs, 
pubic and private, ranging from school sub
sidies and bail reform to rehabilitation for 
the mentally ill and new types of surgery. 

They didn't try to pass on the cost effec
tiveness of these innovations, but simply 
whether the programs seemed to do much 
good, regardless of cost. Their conclusion: A 
surprisingly "modest fraction," perhaps a 
fifth or less, actually were "clear and sub· 
stantial successes." These achieved such re
sults as higher test scores for black males in 
specially-subsidized integrated schools; bet
ter recovery from a new type of duodenal 
ulcer operation; sharper performance by po
lice officers after a novel training approach. 

Perhaps another fifth had smaller success, 
while the other innovations surveyed had 
little or no effect. For instance, a program 
giving intensive counselling and treatment 
to reduce delinquency among teen-age girls 
produced no significant differences in be
havior between a group getting the help and 
a control group that didn't. 

Even those programs that worked well 
usually produced relatively small gains, but 
the authors insist that's okay. Small gains, 
t hey emphasize, are highly valuable, and a 
key contribution of well-designed evalu ation 
is in spot ting just such small ch anges. 

Most social progress doesn't come in large 
leaps, the Harvard professors maintain; 
rather, "small changes cont inued through 
time often result in large changes." Society's 
root problems have been around for cen
turies, they point out, and "are unlikely to 
be solved, especially in a massively success
ful way, in a short period of time." 

Once small changes have been identified, 
however, "it may be possible to build im
provements upon them." Officials can discard 
program features tha.t .don't work, and ex
pand those that do. 

Besides, even small progress can be of great 
value to the individuals affected. A new 
medical treatment may lengthen survival 
time for victims of a particular disease by 
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only a year, but for the victims and their 
families, that's a significant gain. 

Many politicians and social scientists argue 
that large new social programs should be 
delayed until careful tests determine just 
what works, and the current study would 
seem to support that argument. But the 
authors reject it. 

In many cases, they declare, such delay is 
"politically unrealistic." Says Mr. Light: "If a 
substantial coalition has formed for day care 
centers, you're not going to be able to hold 
them off for four or five years while you run 
a careful field experiment." 

Moreover, the authors contend, it's prob
ably wrong to do that anyhow. Evaluation, 
they say, shouldn't be a "go or no-go" propo
sition, with one test determining whether a 
major social effort is launched or not. Rather, 
evaluation should be built into the new pro
gram, examining its strengths and weak
nesses while it gees forward. 

"It would be a shame," Mr. Light declares, 
"if we got painted into a corner where we 
never tried anything until we knew it was 
going to work. We say, 'Try it, but just be 
sure you build in a good mechanism to see 
how it's actually working.' " 

More government programs are indeed in
cluding some evaluation now, but problems 
persist: Program goals aren't always clear, 
officials in charge won't cooperate, results 
aren't stated intelligibly. Much of the diffi
culty, though, according to the Harvard team, 
stems from poor evaluation techniques. 

Simple observation, sample surveys, or un
controlled field tests may all be suspect and 
open to challenge, they say. Results may be 
related more to the way the samples were 
chosen or the tests were carried on than to 
the worth of the innovation itself. Poor tests 
often produce poor and misleading infor
mation. 

Their strongly-endorsed evaluation prefer
ence is the "randomized, controlled field 
trial.'' Chance assignment determines which 
individuals or groups are to be included in 
the new program. The program is then ob
served under actual operating conditions-
not in a laboratory-and results compared 
with results for a similar randomly-selected 
control group. 

Critics charge this type of testing takes too 
long and is too expensive, and that it's also 
unethical-"fooling around with people"-to 
give benefits to one group and not to another. 
The authors reply that going ahead with 
treatments or programs that don't work is 
also "fooling around with people," and in the 
long run is far more time-consuming and 
costly. 

From 1963 to 1971, they note, Washington 
spent $6.8 billion on manpower training pro
grams, including $180 million for evaluation. 
Yet recent reports by the National Academy 
of Sciences and a congressional staff group 
concluded that because the earlier evalua
tions hadn't been good ones, "little is known 
about the educational or economic effects of 
manpower training programs." 

Declares the Harvard team: "It is too ex
pensive to pour large sums of money into 
programs, year after year, with no reliable 
indication of their value and no firm data on 
how to improve them." 

Future government ventures, they insist, 
must earmark some small amount for first
class, continuing evaluation. Only then, they 
say, will society begin to know what innova
tions really work and be able "to reap the full 
benefits of its expenditures for new pro
grams." 

RIGHTS AND RESPONSIDILITIES 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, on June 23 of this year, in Rich
mond, Va., 37· people became citizens of 
the United States in a naturalization 
ceremony in the Federal District Court. 

These natives of other lands received 
a unique welcome to their new citizen
ship. 

Before them appeared Mr. Ernest M. 
Gunzburg, a native of Germany, who 40 
years ago fled Hitler's persecution of 
Jews and who long ago took the step 
that they were taking on that June day
became a citizen of the United States. 

Mr. Gunzburg, having known tyranny 
:first hand, does not take citizenship in 
this country lightly. He has spent many 
years reflecting on an aspect of citizen
ship which many of us too often neglect: 
the responsibilities of being an American. 

Speaking to the new citizens, he de
clared that America needs a "bill of re
sponsibilities" outlining the duties and 
obligations of citizenship-as a kind of 
parallel to our Bill of Rights. 

I believe that the 37 new Americans 
who took the oath in Richmond were for
tunate to have had so thoughtful an in
troduction to citizenship. 

I feel that the thoughts voiced by Mr. 
Gunzburg are worth pondering by every 
American, whether his or her citizen
ship be by right of birth or by natural
ization. 

Contemplation of our responsibilities 
will serve well the cause of freedom. 

As our Bicentennial year approaches, 
it is particularly appropriate that we 
consider the responsibilities of every 
American for the conservation and 
strengthening of the principles upon 
which our Nation was founded. 

For example, if all Americans took 
an active interest in their Government, 
at the local, State and National level, 
the weight of special interests would be 
greatly reduced and trua democracy to 
that extent enhanced. 

A like effect would be achieved if all 
qualified voters went to the polls in every 
election. 

But responsibilities go well beyond the 
purely political sphere. 

Consider this: if all citizens at all times 
fulfilled their responsibilities, we would 
need no police forces; for all crime is a 
rejection, by the criminal, of his duty as 
a citizen. 

Moreover, if every citizen did his best 
to discharge his responsibilities as a son 
or daughter, as a parent, as a brother or 
sister, as a friend-would there not be a 
tremendous decrease in the need for pub
lic welfare? 

Is it not true that the taxpayers at 
large are carrying the burdens which in 
other days were borne by families and 
friends of those "out of luck"? 

Perhaps these are Utopian thoughts. 
But such thoughts serve as a measure of 
the degree to which many of us have 
failed in our responsibilities to our fellow 
man. 

I offer these views as suggestions for 
citizens to contemplate. 

Each of us needs to reexamine his re
sponsibilities. Much too often all of us 
tend to focus on what we call our 
"rights." But we also have great respon
sibilities. Only if we fulfill those respon
sibilities do we protect our rights and 
guard against the nightmare of tyranny. 

I salute Ernest Gunzburg for his sin
cere patriotism and his dedication to the 
cause of better citizenship. 

Mr. President, my attention was drawn 
to Mr. Gunzburg's address by an edi
torial which appeared in the June 23 
edition of the Richmond Times-Dis
patch. I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of this thoughtful editorial be 
printed in the RECORD. The editor of the 
editorial page of the Times-Dispatch is 
Mr. Edward Grimsley. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Thirty-seven people will become citizens of 
the United States in naturalization cere
monies here today, and Ernest M. Gunzburg 
will give the new Americans an appropriate 
sendoff into their new citizenship. 

He will call on them to suggest what 
should be a Bill of Responsibilities which 
will be proposed to Congress as a companion 
to the nation's Bill of Rights. 

Mr. Gunzburg feels strongly about citizens' 
rights-and responsibilities. He fled Ger
many's Nazi persecution of Jews 40 years 
ago. Here in America, he is obsessed-in a 
healthy, laudable way-with the joy of liv
ing in a free country, as well as with the need 
for each citizen to perform his citizenship 
responsibilities in return for the cherished 
rights he enjoys. 

It is fl tting that today's naturalization 
ceremonies in the Federal District Court will 
be followed by a celebration in the park 
directly across the street from St. John's 
Episcopal Church. As they enjoy the tenth 
anniversary luncheon meeting of the Newly
Naturalized Citizens, an organization Mr. 
Gunzburg was instrumental in forming, the 
new Americans will ftgura.tively be within 
the shadow of the hallowed place where Pat
rick Henry sounded the soul-stirring call for 
freedom in his historic liberty-or-death ora
tion. 

In his brief address today, Mr. Gunzburg 
will tell the new citizens: 

"It was not until 10 Amendments were 
added to the Constitution that the common 
man was actually guaranteed his freedom by 
the government. Now is the time to develop 
an additional bill, the Bill of Responsibilities, 
responsibilities of citizen to citizen, and citi
zen to government." 

He will urge his listeners, who have come 
from 19 different countries around the world, 
to send him their ideas of what should be 
in the bill. The document, when completed, 
will be sent to Virginia's representatives in 
Congress for possible congressional adop
tion. 

It is Mr. Gunzburg's belief that if the 
people of the United States fulfilled their 
responsibilities, as well as enjoying their 
rights, it would "rejuvenate this country." 
Certainly it would immeasurably strengthen 
the nation and go a long way toward curing 
some of the ills which the country suffers 
today. 

The meaning of citizenship will be very 
much on the minds of the individuals who 
take the oath of allegiance today, and long
time citizens would do well to give thought 
to the subject too, especially during this 
period of celebration of the nation's 200th 
birthday. If other Americans, in addition to 
those participating in today's ceremonies, 
would like to add their suggestions as to 
what the Bill of Responsibilities should in
clude, they may write to Mr. Gunzburg at 
the Richmond Chapter of the American Red 
Cross, 409 E. Main St., Richmond, Va. 23219. 
The Red Cross and the Monacan Junior 
Women's Club are assisting in sponsoring 
today's celebration. 

Whether one submits a suggestion or not, 
devoting a bit of time to consideration of 
citizenship responsibilities should be a 
worthwhile mental exercise for any Ameri .. 
can citizen. 
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THE BICENTENNIAL CELEBRATION: 

TRAGIC WASTE OF A GOLDEN OP
PORTUNITY 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, recently, a 
very good friend of mine, Mr. Gilbert 
S.tein of Chattanooga, spoke to a group in 
my home town. His speech was entitled 
·'The Bicentennial Celebration: Tragic 
Waste of a Golden Opportunity." Mr. 
Stein is a businessman. He is concerned 
about the direction of our Nation, partic
ularly our economy and our entire eco
nomic system. He makes very eloquently 
a point which I deeply believe needs to be 
taken to heart by every American. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this speech be printed in the 
RECORD, and I add I hope that its mes
sage will not be ignored. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

THE BICENTENNIAL CELEBRATION: TRAGIC 
WASTE OF A GOLDEN OPPORTUNITY 

(By John Gilbert Stein) 
(EDITOR's NoTE: Mr. Stein delivered the 

following address to the Chattanooga Civi
tan Club and the Chamber Board of Direc
tors on Friday, April 4, 1975. His provoking 
question is one that deserves support of the 
business and professional communities. It is 
a. challenge to our Bicen tennlal planners as 
well as to our Congress. By unanimous vote, 
the Clvitan Club elected to forward Mr. 
Stein's analysis to the Congress of the 
United States for inclusior In the CoNGREs
SIONAL REcoRD and, hopefully, for prompt, 
positive action.) · 

1776 was a momentous year in the history 
of the United States. It is proper that we re
call and celebrate our two hundred year old 
political heritage and honor that small 
group of inspired men headed by Thomas 
Jefferson, author of our Declaration of Inde
pendence. But 1776 was alEo the date that a 
relatively obscure English philosopher 
named Adam Smith published his nine hun
dred page volume entitled Sources of the 
Wealth of Nations, in which he recognized 
the then emerging market place as the only 
viable vehicle for the emcient organization 
and control of man's productive efforts. His 
perception of and blueprint for economic 
democracy must rank along with the devel
opment of a.:,ariculture as a. milestone in the 
progress of society, and Is no less a. stroke 
of genius than is Einstein's formula for 
energy: E =MC2 • 

The synthesis of a classless political so
ciety envtsloned by Jefferson and his com
patriots and of Adam Smith's econoonic 
democracy autonomously operated by mil
lions and perfected on this vast, rich wilder
ness continent ha.s produced a. cornucopia 
of wealth unequaled in the history of man. 
It Is this combined heritage which would 
be brought into focus in our Bicentennial 
Celebration. In fact, if a medal were struck 
fairly commemorating the events of 1776, it 
would depict Jefferson the Politician on one 
side and Adam Smith the Economist on the 
other. Unfortunately, there is no evidence 
that such a balanced view will be presented. 
While we are from childhood steeped in our 
political history and famlliar with identi
fiable personalities, term of omce, generals, 
bsttles, sites and landmark documents, 
we know nothing of our complex econoinic 
democracy or of its individual co_ntributors 
and leaders. We vote for them only througb 
the purchase of their wares in the market 
place; thus, we take the acoompllshments 
of these, the creators of our economic heri
tage for granted. 

When Neil Armstrong landed on the moon, 

I watched the event Uve and in color on TV 
with my eleven year old grandson. I turned 
to him and said, "Taylor, do you realize you 
are witnessing two of the greatest achieve• 
ments in recorded history? Not only are you 
seeing the first landing of a man on the moon 
but you are also seeing it live and in color." 
He responded with a shrug and said, "Papa, 
I don't see anything so unusual about it." 
And from his viewpoint he was right, be
cause he could not recall a time when satel
lites were not circling the earth or when 
televisions were not commonplace. We take 
for granted the advanced state of our so
ciety and the mechanism which made it 
po3Slble. Were any of us to be born in the 
G.a.rden of Eden with our full complement 
of genetic equipment, but without our herit
age of accumulated knowledge and skiDs
the odds are astronomical that we wouldn't 
discover how to m!Lke fire, much less the 
wheel, in 10,000 years. 

We see nothing unusual in the fact: 
That last year median Income families 

earned over $10,500.00. 
That four out of fh:e famllies own a car, 

a luxury vehicle beyond the dream of kings 
or potentates of only 20 years ago. 

That 95% of our people own TV sets, 43% 
of which are color sets. 

That both radio and TV provide entertain
ment, education and unequaled news cov
erage as advertising for available products. 

That only five percent of our work force is 
needed for agricultural production and that 
this five pE'rcent feeds our two hundred mil
lion people better than any other people on 
earth whUe providing food for export to 
millions of less fortunate people. 

That many deadly epidemic diseases have 
been eliminated and that the average life 
span has been extended at least ten years 
in only the past twenty years. It would take 
days to describe In detail our amuence in 
America where six percent of the world's 
population controls thirty percent of the 
world's wealth. 

Those of us in the business sector are 
constantly being urged by our trade and 
professional associations to speak out for 
the private enterprise system. Lewis F. 
Powell in 1971, before his elevation to the 
Supreme Court, urged In a 6,000 word memo 
prepared for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
that the American public be provided with 
a more balanced view of this country's eco
nomic system. Justice Powell pointed out 
that our system is under broad attack, not 
unexpectedly, from Communists, New Left
ists and others who would destroy the entire 
system, both political and economic, but 
these are the perennial minority. More dis
turbing, he said, is the criticism from the 
more respectable segments of society: From 
the college campus, the pulpit, the media., 
the Intellectual and literary journals, the 
arts and sciences, and the politicians. 

I think I understand our two hundred 
year old political and economic system. My 
lifetime spans one third of its total exist
ence. For one fourth of its entire history, 
and by far the most productive, I've been 
in responsible charge of a small segment of 
the sy<;tem, in the purest sense, providing 
employment and remuneration for others. 

My academic quali.flcations are not too 
impressive. In four years at a cost of $5,000.00 
I earned a Bachelor's Degree in economics, 
sometimes characterized as The Dismal 
Science, and dismal It is as taught in the 
classroom. But In forty-four years of prac
tice, at a cost of $500,000.00, I found eco
nomics to be an exciting and rewarding art 
which is available to people of all ranges 
of age, sex. intelligence and talent and in
dispensable to their freedom. 

My post graduate work included experience 
as: 

( 1) A cotton farmer 
(2) A cattle and milk producer 

(3) A retail milk distributor 
( 4) A manUfacturer of a patented item sold 

through exclusive dealers 
(5) A franchise equipment dealer for one 

of the largest corporations In the u.s. 
(6) The operator of a sixty-two-year-old 

construction company through which my 
sons and I are privileged to direct In the 
public interest that volume of business which 
we are able to obtain in the competitive 
market place In 1974 our share of the Gross 
National Product was .0000037. 

With a batting average of 500 in these 
ventures, I learned that it doesn't take an 
act of Congress to start a business nor an 
act of Congress to get dumped on the street 
and forgotten; and I learned that, fortu
nately, an individual or company can do 
either or both with the greatest of ease. 

I also learned that nothing is really com
plicated (Jr beyond comprehension if the 
basic building blocks are recognized and fl1lly 
understood. When I was In college in the 
20's, chemistry was the exotic science of the 
time. But chemistry did not emerge from 
"stewing and brewing" until it understood 
the molecule and could theorize about the 
atom. 

As late as the 1920's physic:: was a dull and 
uninteresting science consisting of Newton
ian Physics, heat, electricity, etc. As soon as 
is was able to decipher the atom, however, 
it became the exotic science, both superseding 
chemistry and in fact making it more pro
ductive. 

When a layman looks at a large construc
tion project where many people are doing 
many things at the same time, he may be 
impressed by its seeming complexity. Tne 
truth is that no one 1::; doing anything more 
complicated than laying a brick, sawing a 
board, or pulling a wire. It is only when 
viewed as a generaltty that these simple 
operations seem compllcated. When the aver
age individual looks at a complicated ma
chine, he is confused by the complexity of 
whirling parts. But then the most intricate 
of machinery consists of simple movements 
of simple parts operating In concert to 
achieve a designed result. 

The Central Soya Company has a huge 
pla~1.t in Chattanooga which processes soy
beans. It is probably the largest processor in 
tho world, handling million of bushels and 
billions of beans. But its whole business is 
based on the analysis and characteristics of 
a single soybean. 

To understand our economy we must first 
understand its basic building block, the hu
man module, that most exotic product of 
nature, equipped with a fabulous computer 
coupled to visual, audio and physical sensors 
which direct a servo mechanl3m (hands & 
feet) rated at % HP for continuous opera
tion. When it arrives from the factory, its 
tape is blank and it is utterly helpless. Short 
term self-Interest will be its prime moti
vator; harnessed, lt.s major asset; uncontrol
led, its major liability. And although phi
losophy and religion have for several thou
sand years been trying desperately to improve 
the nature of this human module, the best 
that can be said is that only a thin veneer of 
civilization has been added. Yet we see no
thing unusual in the fa.ct that our market 
system provides it with full care and sup
port for the t·wenty odd years required for 
its growth, programming and training and 
that with its % HP rating for physical work
worth % of the current 10¢ value of one 
HP-or a real worth of 1.2¢ per hour, it then 
is guaranteed a minimum wage of $2.30 per 
hour for 45 years of minimum value effort 
and after age 65, a pension for life. 

The market game was designed for and 1s 
played by sinners who have only a thin 
veneer of love, brotherhood and llgh.tly 
etched on ethical principles. All of these 
principles seem in practice to become less 
visible as the odds for self gain increase. 
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What success we might have achieved with
out the programming provided by home, 
church and school is frightening to contem
plate. Even today we require part of one 
day per week to maintain our ethical pro
gramming. In addition many of us pray for 
t he help and guidance of a higher power 
before eech meal. Often we open our business 
rmd other meetings with a prayer and on 
s0me occasions at the half way point in 
som e meetings I have t.hought it would be 
advisable to adjourn temporarily for a 
booster shot. 

The genius of Adam Smit h lay in being 
the first to recognize labor, capital shd prof
its as abstractions. He was neither anti
labor nor anti-capital. His only apparent bias 
was in favor of 'the consumer (shades of 
Ralph Nader). Consumption, he said, was the 
sole aim and purpose of :;:>roduction. He was 
agf)J.nst the meddling of government in the 
market mechanism, against the sheltering of 
industry from competition, against monopoly 
in any form. If the market is trusted, he 
said, to produce the greatest number of goods 
at the lowest prices, then anything that in
terferes with the market impedes social wel
fare. Do not try to do go1)d, said Adam Smith; 
let good emerge as a product of selfishness.1 

Adam Smith's model for indust rial produc
tion could not have anticipated the phenom
enal growth of knowledge, the use of power 
and sophisticated technology. However, his 
concept of the breaking down of production 
into simple repetitive operations performed 
by numbers of narrow specialists is the basic 
pattern used in the production of every
t hing from shirts to autos and in the spe
cialties within law, education, medicine, en
gineering, government, in fact, in everything. 

The critics always ready to point to the 
many abuses in the system must remember 
that it started as a brand new ball game, 
played for high stakes, for which ethical 
rules had not yet been devised and which. 
when promulgated, required constant re'!'i
sion. To condemn the system for the trans
gressions of its operators is as logica1 as 
blaming the Constitution for Watergate. 

Fortunately, we have for comparison the 
alternative to the market system with its 
one-hundred-ye:1.r track record of failure. 
Its c1·eator was Karl Marx, a nineteenth cen
tury German social and economic philoso
pher who was as sincere and dedicated a con
sumer advo:!ate as Adam Smith or Ralph 
Nader. Its l:llodern practitioner was Lenin. 

Marx, viewing the massive injustices and 
l ack of con:::ern for t"Pe consumers evidenced 
by the embryonic market system of his time, 
exhibited a commendable grasp of the obvi
ous when he said, "The Bourgeois during its 
rule for 100 years has created more massive 
and colossal productive forces than have all 
preceding generations together." But then 
he displayed amazing intellectual myopia, 
when instead of working to improve the 
distribution of the products of these forces, 
he started the violent revolutionary class 
movement which wrecked the market vehicle 
itself by placing both production and dis
tribution under political control. Today, 
thanks to this classic blunder, over 1¥2 -bil
lion people have neither political nor eco
nomic freedom and only a modicum of an 
equal distribution of relative poverty. 

By contrast, since its condemnation by 
Karl Marx, capitalism has succeeded in dou
bling production seven times, an average of 
eve1·y sixteen years 2 and nobody sees any
t hing unusual about this phenomenon. Yet 
t he obtuse thinking of Karl Marx is today 
a constant threat to our free society. Though 
generally dormant, it reappears on every oc
casion when impatience with real or imag
inary short term dislocat ions of production 

1 Robert L. Heilbroner, The Worldly Phi
l osophers 1972, Pages 66, 67, 68. 

2 David T. Wendell, David L . B abson & Co.# 
Inc., Staff Letter 1/2/75 

lead to political interference with the mar
ket mechanism, saddling it with social and 
distributive functions which are the direct 
responsibility of government. 

It seems incredlble that after two hundred. 
years of phenomenal success the baste en
terprise mechanism should need defending, 
as Justice Powell suggested. It is diftlcult to 
see how anyone understanding that night 
and day result from the revolving earth and 
not a rising and setting sun cannot compre
hend the simple market mechanism through 
which two hundred million people, each 
day, make billions of buy-sell decisions, each 
involving profits or losses, each making mi
nute adjustments in the amount of what is 
to be produced and more importantly, who 
is to manage it. All technology and intelli
gen ce cannot perform this vital function 
without the market concept of Ada.m sm·th. 
This concept is not something to be de
fended but must be taught each generation, 
along with arithmetic, language, history and 
science. 

Widespread economic illiteracy is endemic 
in every segment of our so:!iety, in business, 
government, and education-and it threat
ens our whole way of life. 

It took 154 years ending with the Great 
Depression before anyone of note (except 
Henry Ford) recognized that the employees 
of businesses were also their customers, that 
with the phenomenal increases in produc
tivity through the use of power and tech
nology, payrolls alone were insufficient to 
provide purchasing power to buy what was 
being produced. But the trauma of the 
1930's which stemmed from t:Pis imbalance 
proved a timely catharsis. Overlooked was 
what John Stuart Mill had pointed out in 
1848 in his classic treatise Principles of Po
litical Economy. The province of economics 
is production, not wealth distribution, and 
that the laws of the market are as imper
sonal a nd ab:wlute as thm:e of chemistry or 
physics, but distribution of wealth involves 
ethical questions, obeys human law, and 
thus is capable of progress. 

And progress we got, thanks to Franklin 
Roosevelt, a new and innovative President, 
when government assumed its responsibility 
by devising a new two-step distributive 
mechanism. 

(1) Labor w-as authorized by law to orga
nize and bargain for wages which included 
a share in the increased productivity re
sulting from the use of power and tech
nology, and though workers do not fully 
earn this share-it is good that they get it. 

(2) Government thereafter would, 
through taxes, become an agent of transfer 
of purchasing power to a broad spectrum 
of citizens not otherwise the beneficiaries 
of direct wages. 

Thus was born the welfare state-today•s 
essential adjunct to our enterprise system. 
But, being politioally controlled and without 
the restraints of the market, its sound ad
ministration depends on the economic in
telligence of our whole society. 

Yet forty years later, as more and more is 
produced by fewer and fewer for the benefit 
of all, the recipients of both high wages 
and income through numerous avenues of 
political transfers see no connection be
tween their affluence and the private enter
prise system which provides it. 

The cause and solution to this economic 
illiter-acy is the direct responsibility of the 
academic community, which is supported by 
our market system to serve as the profes
sional custodian of accumulated knowledge 
with prime responsibility for its acquisition, 
relevance to our needs, and transmission 
to our youths. It has done a good job in edu
cating and traming manpower for special
ized jobs, but somehow it has failed to per
ceive and transmit the basic design of the 
mechanism for which it supplies the operat
ing parts. 

In t he academic's own field of competence, 

the total fund of man's knowledge only 
doubled from the time of Christ to 1776. But, 
since the discovery of and paralleling the 
development of the market system, it 
doubled agadn by 1950 and-wha.t is really 
incredible-the next two doublings took 
place in 1960 and 1968. In other words, the 
fund of man's knowledge has doubled four 
times in two hundred years--three times in 
my lifetime. Yet few in business, govern
ment or education credit this two hundred 
year explosion of knowledge to the creativ
ity inherent in the private enterprise system. 

We must seek out and correct this re
markably persistent myopia, which obvi
ously stems from some long overlooked de
ficiency in formal education. 

Our education process is roughly divided 
into four stages: Primary, intermediate, sec
ondary and college. Since some economics is 
taught at the secondary level and is taught 
as an elective speciality at the college level 
without imparting a notable understanding 
or appreciation of the enterprise system, we 
might consider the cardinal maxim of 
engineers: "The finest engineering is no bet
ter than the basic assumptions upon which 
it is based." We can conclude that the finest 
higher education can be no better than the 
primary instruction upon which it is super
imposed. Then if ._we closely examine pri
mary education "We will quickly discover 
that the economic illiteracy which has 
plagued us for two hundred years stems from 
deficiencies in primary instruction-grades 
1-6, ages 6-12 years. 

Primary education is universally recog
nized as preparation for citizenship. Sec
ondary schooling tends to be selective and, 
with some exce<ptions, is not viewed as citi
zenship preparation in many countries.3 

The Communist countries understand 
this principle and fervently infuse their 
Communist ideology from the very begin
ning of schooling. 

In the U.S. primary education supplements 
the programming provided by the home and 
church, teaching what 1s right and wrong, 
good and bad-adding by stages, arithmetic, 
language, history, team play, and so on, and 
in grades four through six some basic knowl
edge of our constitutional political govern
ment. From the first grade such knowledge 
is subtly reinforced by displaying pictures of 
our founding fathers, by the display of the 
Flag, by the singing of patriotic songs, by 
providing facsimiles of the Declaration of In
dependence, the Constitution and the Bill 
of Rights. Thus by age twelve, our children 
have acquired an appreciation if not an un
derstanding of the political half of our sys
tem. 

During these early formative years we are 
programmed by our total environment, in
cluding home, church, school, the media, etc. 
This programming is followed by a period of 
training. After this point we operate largely 
on automatics with little evidence of sub
sequent updating. Witness, for example, gen
eration after generation of confirmed Repub
licans and Democrats, of Protestants produc
ing Protestants; Catholics; Jews; and so on. 

Organized religions have universally un
dersto<()d the importance of primary pro
gramming and have designed their efforts to 
prepare children for confirmation in a spe
cific belief by age twelve. The Communist 
countries begin their indoctrination as soon 
as a child can read, and the little red book 
labeled "Quotations: From Chairman Mao" is 
proudly carried and displayed by all the chil
dren of China. And what does the book say? 
"Destroy the imperial capitalist dogs of the 
U.S.A., however long it takes." And what do 
we teach during these sensitive formative 
years about our capitalist system? Nothing! 

Meanwhile our children spend two hours 
in front of the TV set for each hol.tr spent 

a Encyclopaedi a Britannica, Volume 6, 
1974, Page 698. 
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in classes, soaking up depressing news and 
comments about the faults of individuals who 
operate our political and economic system. 
But having been taught political apprecia
tion, few seriously question the merits of our 
constitutional government of laws because 
of the transgression of its operators. 

On the other hand, our economic system, 
which has no constitution, no creed, no an
them, no special flag, no pictures of its lead
ers on the school walls and which is not even 
mentioned in class before the sixth grade, is 
blamed for sins of its operators. 

Correction of this oversight in primary ed
ucation will first require some classroom 
tools, such as the following: 

(1) A simple (post-facto) charter for cap
italism, consisting of Adam Smith's proven 
basic market concepts, updated to describe 
the essential role of government as a supple
mental distributor of purchasing power, and 
defining the areas of private and public re
sponsibilities and jur isdict ions which each 
must respect. 

(2) An ethical creed for capitalism. 
(3) Provision for public recngnition in 

print and pictures of individuals who have 
made massive contributions to our econcm.ic 
affluence. 

Then should follow: 
In grades one through five-some simple 

prlma1'y instruction to impart an awareness 
and appreciation of our do-it-yourself free 
enterprise system using such aids as are avail
nble-visual, auditory, games, trips, etc. 

In the sixth, seventh and eighth grades 
there is an increase in development of ab
stract thought capabilities, a greater sense of 
responsibility, leadership and personal iden
tity-here should be introduced the rough 
basic structure of the market system-which 
can be explained with fow·th grade math and 
is as simple as many of the games children 
play. 

Beyond this point, economics might as well 
be taught as an elective because for two 
hundred years most people have learned by 
osmosis what little is necessary to become a 
capitalist or to perform succes.;;fully in some 
narrow specialty, which is the genius of the 
system. 

I know a spinster who without a high 
school diploma or any business knowledge 
or experience became a capitalist in 1935 by 
saving $200.00 via a cookie jar and investing 
it in a savings account paying 2%,% interest. 
In 1937 as a capitalist and sole manager of 
this $200.00, she withdrew it and bought a 
5% partnership in a local, capital starved, 
business operated by a young man in whom 
she had confidence. At no time in the thirty
seven years since has that $200.00 earned less 
than 20%. Today her net worth from that 
$200.00 investment exceeds $164,000.00. In 
1974 from this business which played the 
game according to the rules and benefited 
many others, her income was $25,500.00 plus 
$3,050.00 of social security benefits man
dated by law since, as a partner, she is tech
nically self-employed. If the explanation of 
such a phenomenon is "a dismal science," 
then Michelangelo was a house painter. 

In addition to improving the economic 
programming of our youth, we should take 
steps to eliminate the prevailing widespread 
adult economic illlteracy. This will require 
some subtlety-for which the coincidence of 
our Bicentennial Celebration is made to 
order. 

We should request of the Congress of the 
United States two bicentennial actions as a 
token of government's recognition and appre
ciation of the private sector which produces 
the wealth which they only tax. administer 
and redistribute. 

( 1) Adopt by resolution of both Houses of 
Congress a charter for our economic democ
racy. Such a document would be invaluable 
as a yardstick to evaluate the business en
vironmental impact of present and proposed 

practices and actions by both the private and 
public sectors and as an aid to adult educa
tion. 

(2) Grant belated recognition of the pri
vate sector by the regular Issuance of some 
U.S. currency bearing the images of individ
uals who have made massive contributions 
to our material wealth. For two hundred years 
the private sector has produced the wealth 
which is taxed and sent to Washington, laun
dered and returned as currency memorializ
ing only polltical figures. Correcting this im
balance should not be too difficult-since 
both the private and public sectors have 
identical constituencies-and our govern
ment bas in the past issued coins immortal
izing the Indian, the Buffalo and the Statue 
of Liberty. 

IN SUMMARY 

We have a heritage of economic democ
racy every bit as precious as our political 
freedom. 

It was given us by our forefathers as our 
republic was being established. Adam Smith 
called it, The Perfect Democracy. 

This, our economic syst em of private enter
prise bas produced more food, shelter, cloth
ing, leisure and luxury for more people tba.."1. 
any system in all of recorded history. 

The system is little understood and has 
been and will, unfortunately, continue to be 
abused by selfish opportunists in both the 
private and public sector. 

Whatever evolutionary changes may ensue, 
our basic free enterprise market mechanism, 
self energized and regulated by profit and loss 
must be retained. 

Our children must know of this heritage. 
They must understand the need for both po
litical and economic liberty: That eternal 
vigilance is the price of economic as well as 
political freedom. 

Judge Powell's eloquent pleas for a more 
balanced view of our enterprise system is 
both timely and challenging to our intelli
gence. But like a commencement address, it 
is of little value until implemented by spe
cific actions. 

The Question is: Will we use the unique 
opportunity offered by our Bicentennial 
Celebration to take specific actions to provide 
widespread economic education and under
st anding or will we waste this golden oppor
tunity? 
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l\.1ENTAL HARM AND THE GENOCIDE 
CONVENTION 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, op
ponents of the Genocide Convention 
have often stated that the convention 
could be interpreted so that mental dis
tress resulting from segregation or dis
crimination would be acts of genocide. 
This is not so. 

According to the records of the legal 
committee of the U.N. General Assembly. 
the term "mental harm" refers only to 
such drastic acts as the use of stupefying 
drugs and other such harmful sub
stances. 

Indeed, the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee expressed their concern and 
understanding to this issue when report
ing the Genocide Convention out of com
mittee. They issued four specific "under~ 

standings" to the convention, one of 
which stated that-

The U.S. Government understands and 
construes the words "mental harm" appear
ing in article n of the convention to mean 
permanent physical injury to mental facul
ties. 

Keeping this understanding in mind, 
it is obvious that the act of genocide can
not be claimed by those who have been 
discriminated against. There are very 
reasonable laws in this country to ac
commodate such cases, but genocide is 
certainly not one of them. 

Mr. President, I once again rise to call 
upon my colleagues to join me in the 
effort to outlaw the atrocities associated 
with genocide, by immediate ratification 
of this treaty. 

DOOR STILL OPEN TO SHALE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, as we strug
gle with the legislative demands made 
upon us before we recess, an important 
part of our time is taken up with energy 
legislation, and the crisis in petroleum 
supplies which faces this Nation. Our de
pendence on foreign sources increases, 
and the Congress takes actions which 
can only make that situation worse. 

In this discussion, very little attention 
is paid to the sources of domestic oil, and 
the kind of incentives which need to be 
provided to make them available. I am 
speaking, of course, of oil shale, tar 
sands, and the various processes which 
are under development to improve the 
supply side of the petroleum equation. 

In this debate, the State of Utah, and 
its elected officials, can make a real con
tribution. I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD, 1\tir. Presi
dent, an article from the July issue of 
Shale Country featuring an interview 
with the Governor of the State of Utah, 
the Honorable Cal Rampton. I believe 
the Governor outlines clearly some of 
the options that are avaliable to us as 
a Nation on this question. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

UTAH'S GoVERNOR RAMPTON: "DOOR STILL 

OPEN TO SHALE DEVELOPMENT" 

On a boat in the Flaming Gorge of Utah 
in 1967 Governors Calvin Rampton, Stan 
Hathaway and John Love met to draft an oil
shale policy for their three states-Utah, 
Wyoming and Colorado. Today, of the three 
chief executives, only Rampton is still a gov
ernor, in his home state of Utah. And since 
1967, federal oil-shale leases, more restric
tive than the three governors proposed, ha-ve 
been bid-but oil shale still remains un
tapped commercially. 

Gov. Rampton recently told the Oil Shale 
Committee of the Rocky Mountain Oil and 
Gas Assn. that state government is not to 
blame for the lag in shale development. He 
pointed out that when the U.S. Dept. of In
terior made some oil-shale leases available 
in 1968, "Oil had just been found on Alaska's 
North Slope and frankly, you majors drop
ped us like hot potatoes, a.nd we just coUldn't 
get you interested for several years 1n even 
looking at oil shale properties in our states." 
But today, Ra.mpton observes, both govern
ment and industry are "now very deeply 
interested in the development of the oil 
shale." 

He points out that another change in 
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the past few years 1s in attitude; the public 
now requires that any contemporary eco
nomic development go hand In hand with 
ecological preservation. Meeting ecological 
considerations will be easier for Utah than 
it will be for Colorado, Rampton suggests, 
because Colorado's oil-shale beds are, in 
many places, nearer the surface and lend 
t hemselves better to surface mining than 
do the deeper beds of Utah. 

A familiar figure on the Utah scene, Ramp
ton is a third-term Governor, having held 
t he office since 1965. He is also immediate 
past head of the National Governors Confer
ence. Before his election as Governor, Ramp
ton had served at different times as an ad
ministrative assistant to a Utah Congress
man as a county attorney, as the state's 
assistant attorney general and had practiced 
law for more than 15 years in a Salt Lake 
City firm. 

In an interview with Shale Country and 
during a recent meeting with oil-shale de
velopers, Rampton talked about Utah, oil 
shale and ecology, new towns, planning and 
the state's role in private oil-shale develop
ment. He began by telling the oil-company 
executives: "We feel that oil shale is a major 
asset of this state and we want to make sure 
your methods use all of the product, and 
that a minimum is left to waste in the earth. 
We want to make sure that the method ila 
compatible with the best interests of our 
people. But we want to be regarded as part
ners in this effort and not as antagonists." 
Other points he covered are summarized 
below. 

Q. You have said that oil-shale plants and 
related developments should "lie lightly on 
the Land ... and ... not despoil our country
side." How will Utah insure such develop
ment? 

A. The Mined Land Reclamation Act 
(passed by the state legislature in 1975) will 
make sure we protect the land. Also, a (Gov
ernor's) planning commission with repre
sentatives of local and state governments is 
beginning studies on new towns, roads, 
schools (and other needs of oil-related de
velopment in the eastern Utah counties of 
Uintah, Duchesne and Daggett). 

Q. You're referring to the advisory council 
you appointed last November. How would 
you assess its progress, especially as com
pared to the similar planning council set 
up for the five-county area affected by the 
Kaiparowits power plant in So'uthwestern 
Utah? 

A. They (the Uintah Basin group) are not 
nearly as far along as the Kaiparowits group 
is, but that's because Kaiparowits has been 
at it several months longer. But they (Uintah 
Basin) are proceeding well. One of the things 
we still have to determine is where the 
water is going to come from for oil-shale 
development. 

Q. You recently told oil-shale company 
officials, 'As jar as the initial develapment 
of oil-shale properties in Eastern Utah, I 
think there's no question we will have the 
water there available for you.' What 'initial' 
size of industry do you have in mind? 

A. We can certainly allocate up to 100,000 
acre feet of water. We do have most of our 
allocation of the Colorado River allocated, 
except for almost 600,000 acre feet--unused 
even though it is allocated. We're going to 
. . . make certain, first, that water is not 
held by people who have no intention of 
developing it, and second, and above all, 
that it is not held for ransom by specu
lators to sell off to the highest bidder when 
it had never been put to proper use (in the 
first place) . 

We believe that we do have, if we properly 
use it, sufficient water in this state to do 
these things for an indefinite period of time: 
first, to provide community water for peo
ple; second, to have enough water to flow 
in our streams to keep them alive; third, to 

provide adequate water for agriculture to 
produce the food we're going to need; and, 
fourth-and I'm sorry I have to put this in 
the fourth category priority, but I think that 
it is, to proVide the water that is needed for 
industry, including the development of na
tural resources. And then, depending on the 
methods used to produce oil shale--the state 
of the technology-you'd have to determine 
what that (amount of water) would yield 
at the time of the commercial development 
of oil shale. 

Q. You have maintained that industry may 
have to help foot the bill for new towns. 
What portion of the cost? 

A. In the Kaiparowits area, where we're 
further along, we expect that industry may 
advance all of the money-$40 million. A bill 
(passed in the last state legislative session) 
provides that industry may advance money 
for social development to accommodate their 
industry, then deduct from their sales tax 
as the plan is completed. The incentive is 
that industry is not going to be able to get 
employees without agreeing to it (helping 
fund community development through tax 
pre-payment). 

Q. What is your view of the oil-shale in
dustry today, its pitfalls and its prospects? 

A. Its problems are, of course, the cost of 
recovering the shale and getting the oil out 
of the shale. Second, it has the environmen
tal problem of disposing of spent shale. The 
actual preparation (to begin commercial de
velopment) is, I suppose, at a lull, but there's 
a lull in all oil activities. 

Q. Do you think a federal subsidy is going 
to be necessary for commercial development 
of oil shale? 

A. I would hope not. 
Q. If Utah's claims to the federal oil-shale 

lands, which include the prototype leases of 
the U-a and U-b tracts, are recognized by the 
courts, would there be any difference in state 
enforcement of the leases, even though the 
state has agreed to honor the terms of the 
federal leases? 

A. It would not be materially different. But 
I think we can react more quickly to new 
situations. We're here; and thus we have a 
deeper concern both with the economic im
pact and the environmental impact. 

AN IDAHO SOLUTION TO 
COMPLICATED PROBLEM 
MEDICAL RECORD SYSTEMS 

THE 
OF 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in the 
July issue of Modern Healthcare, an ar
ticle entitled "The POMR in Long-Term 
Care" describes an innovative medical 
record system developed by the Boise 
Convalescent Center. 

This system was designed by Lawrence 
L. Weed, M.D., and instituted by the 
former director of nursing, Reita E. 
Musser, R.N. Through the use of this new 
system, the administrator of the facility 
has discovered that ''the patient's prob
lems are no longer lost; they are identi
fied and reidentified until they are 
solved." 

To me, this is commendable. As chair
man of the Senate Special Committee on 
Aging, I have often heard testimony as
serting that long-term care institutions 
are not as responsive as they should be 
to individual needs of patients. I believe 
that quite often this is so, but in the 
development and implementation of 
health legislation and programs everyone 
should be aware of sensible problem
solving techniques such as those em
ployed by the convalescent center and 
therefore I ask unanimous consent that 
the article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From Modern Healthcare, July 1975] 
THE POMR IN LONG-TERM CARE 

A system of problem-oriented medical rec
ords (POMR) has eliminated duplication of 
charting, improved the quality of medical 
records, and helped staff members use their 
time to better advantage at Boise (Idaho) 
Convalescent Center, a privately owned 168 
bed facility offering both skilled nursing and 
intermediate care. 

Investigating ways to improve record keep
ing, former nursing director Reita E. Musser, 
R.N., and the center's staff researched the 
problem-oriented system of keeping records 
that was originated by Lawrence L. Weed, 
M.D., and began adapting it to their facility. 

Mrs. Musser, who is now continuing her 
education, says that a goal of problem
oriented medical records is to improve pa
tient care. She adds: "The POMR system 
groups all pertinent data in an easily read
able and usable sequence. It eliminates 
meaningless notes and data from charting. It 
reduces time spent charting by reducing 
duplication. POMR promotes communication 
and understanding within the nursing de
partment and with the personnel of other de
partments. It is a system of record keeping 
that can be adapted readily to computer 
storage." 

There are four components to problem
oriented charting: (1) a data base, (2) a 
problem list, (3) a plan of action, and (4) 
progress notes. The data base consists of a 
list of information obtained within the first 
two to three days after admission on all 
patients regardless of the reason for admis
sion. 

Sources of the data base are: the discharge 
summary, if the patient is being admitted 
from a hospital; the admission note, if he is 
admitted from home; the history and physi
cal exam; the results of any lab and X-ray 
tests completed before admission, or the 
transfer form when the patient is admitted 
from a hospital. 

A social profile or history is an essential 
part of the data base and includes informa
tion on the patient's living arrangements, 
the family structure, the support to be ex
pected from the family, and the physical 
aspects of the home. The social profile data 
are collected before admission or immedi
ately thereafter. 

A nursing assessment--including a state
ment on mental status with notes on beha
vior patterns, memory, orientation for space 
and time, and comprehension of printed or 
verbal instructions-is an essential part of 
the data base. Consultation reports of the 
physical therapist and occupational therapist 
provide data necessary in defining impair
ments, planning treatment, and setting 
goals for the future. 

A dietary survey may indicate food pref
erences and allergies as well as make direct 
observations on the patient's eating abili
ties and on the nutritional adequacy of his 
food intake. An often-neglected but essential 
patr of the data base is an assessment of 
auditory and visual acuity. 

"In long-term care the total health of 
the patient must not be forgotten," main
tains Mrs. Musser. She notes that there 
should be a system for periodic review of 
data base items such as blood chemistry, 
chest X-rays, physical exam findings, visual 
acuity, auditory acuity, and other selected 
items which may reveal the development of 
correctable disease. After an assessment of 
the data base, the information is stored in 
the back of the chart. 

The second major element of the charting 
system. is the problem. list. Tradltlona.lly, this 
has been used as the face sheet of the chart. 
In the Boise center's system of problem
oriented medical records, the problem list is 
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on a large inside sheet of the patient care 
plan or card index. This placement elimi
nates the recopying of the problem list from 
the chart to the card index. The card index 
and its forms have been incorporated as per
manent parts into the chart. This puts the 
problem list and its accompanying plan of 
action in a place easily accessible to all mem
bers of the healthcare team. 

From the data. base, a problem list is pre
pared that indicates psychosocial problems as 
well as medical problems. Each problem has 
an index number and a date of onset. The 
list is divided into active and inactive prob
lems. An appendectomy performed several 
years previously would be listed as an in· 
active problem or as a resolved problem. Dur
ing the patient's course of treatment, active 
problems that are resolved are noted along 
with the date at which they became inactive. 
As new problems develop they are added to 
the active list. The list may consist of a 
documented diagnosis, abnormal physical 
findings, such as an enlarged liver, or un
explained symptoms, such as headache. Prob
lems are listed only according to the knowl
edge available in the data base. 

Subdivisions of problems are made when 
there are specific management plans, e.g. 
respiratory tract or urinary tract problems 
of the quadriplegic patient. In cases of senile 
psychosis it may be advantageous to sublist 
major manifestations such as disorientation, 
depression, aggression or day-night reversal. 
Sublisting also is indicated when additional 
information from clinical tests and observa
tion is desired. 

The third component of the POMR system 
ls a plan of action. It includes the following: 
( 1) possible problem causes and appropriate 
procedures for determining the causes, (2) 
proposed treatment for each problem, (3) 
proposed education of the patient and fam
ily about the problem, and (4) reasonable 
and anticipated solutions to the problem. 
The goal may be for total resolution of the 
problem, partial re3olution, or maintenance 
of present status. 

The treatment may be subdivided accord
ing to functions, i .e. the medication record 
with observations by the RNs and LPNs, the 
therapeutic techniques of the physical and 
occupational therapists, and the work of the 
social service department, which may in
clude psychological testing and therapy. The 
plan should include criteria for monitoring 
the course of the illness and the treatment. 
For example, the body weight, urinary sugar, 
and blood sugar determinations are needed 
to assess the course of diabetes mellitus. The 
educational component of the plan includes 
education of the patient, the family, and 
the staff in preparation for the discharge of 
the patient to his home. According to Mrs. 
Musser, "There must be an assessment of the 
level of functioning necessary to the patient 
in terms of family and community support 
and the physical characteristics of his home. 
It is important that the entire staff under
stand the patient's educational plan so that 
reinforcement may be obtained and con
flicts avoided." 

The progress notes, the final element of 
problem-oriented charting, indicate the pa
tient's course as related to each problem. In
dexing the notes ensures relevance and elimi
nates the 1·ecording of useless information. A 
narrative progress note is divided into sub
jective patient complaints, objective obser
vations, assessment and plan (SOAP). After 
the subjective complaints of the patient are 
recorded, the objective observations are listed 
and an assessment of their significance is 
made. This is followed by a plan for respond
ing to the assessment. All staff members, in
cluding physicians, nurses, physical thera
pist, dietitian and social worker write nar
rative progress notes. The progress notes are 
a permanent part of the patient's chart and 
appear 1n chronological order by problem 
number and title. 

Another form of progress notes is the 
graphic fiow sheet. This is a graphic system 
in which the dates are recorded vertically on 
the left margin of the page, and the observa
tions and treatments are recorded across the 
page. By this method it is possible to record 
a month of data on one page. This form has 
been placed in the upper portion of the card 
index so that it is accessible to all staff mem
bers, including nursing aides, LPNs, RNs, 
activity director, physical therapist, social 
worker, and dietitian. 

The problem-oriented system of medical 
records provides a format for periodic re
view, in staff conferences, of treatment plans 
and goals. Medical audit is another function 
of the review. The course and treatment in a. 
case under staff review is compared with 
those in similar cases. If unsatisfactory re
sults are being obtained, consideration is 
given to altering the institutional m.· depart
mental policy and approach. 

Implementation of the POMR system at 
Boise was achieved as follows: All full-time 
RNs attended a workshop to familiarize them 
with the concepts of problem-oriented chart
ing. The materials to be used and the for
mats of charting were developed in group 
sessions by the professional staff. Inservice 
training was conducted to familiarize all staff 
personnel with the POMR concepts and ma
terials. Next, the nonprofessional staff mem
bers were instructed in charting techniques. 
The nonprofessional personnel use the flow 
sheet to record observations pertinent to 
a problem or condition. The head nurses 
worked closely with the aides during the 
initial instruction and implementation pe
riod. Continuing inservice education is es
sential in a. facility using problem-oriented 
medical records, stresses Mrs. Musser. 

The next step in implementation occurred 
when the fiow sheet was placed in the card 
index and staff members began using the 
sheet to collect and record data needed to 
monitor the patient's daily course and treat
ment. Two months were allotted for the 
transition to this fiow sheet. 

At the beginning of the second month, 
staff members began collecting a. data. base 
and implementing problem lists with a 
plan of action on all new admissions and 
in-house patients. Two months were al
lowed for collection of data. on in-house pa
tients. Data base development was required 
on all new patients within three days of 
admission. Three months were required to 
complete the development of the data base 
on in-house patients. 

At the end of the first three-month pe
riod, all of the professional staff began using 
the SOAP format to record the narrative 
progress notes pertinent to a specific prob• 
lef. A narrative summary note is made once 
a month by each nursing shift following a 
review of data collected on the fiow sheet and 
the narrative progress notes. 

Standardized care plans have not been de
veloped or used in this system, says Mrs. 
Musser, because "an objective of problem
oriented medical records is to implement a. 
patient care plan focusing on the patient 
and his problems as they affect him individ
ually. Standardized care plans save some 
time, perhaps, but unless used very carefully 
they become a substitute for tailoring the 
plan to the individual's needs." 

This system incorporates nursing care 
plans (problem list and plan) and ward work 
sheets (flow sheets) into the card file as an 
integral part of the chart. The fiow sheets 
are filed in the back of the chart on a 
monthly basis. If the problem list and plan 
page becomes filled, a new page is inserted 
in the card file with only the current prob
lems carried forward. The first page is filed 
in the chart as an inactive problem list. 

Administrator M. J. Taylor said of the 
system: "It gives more information to per
sonnel without breaking the confidentiality 
of the patient's chart. Nurse's aides, for ex-

ample, now find answers to their questions 
by looking at t11e patients' chart; they don't 
always have to ask. Most important, the pa
tient's problems are no longer lost; they are 
identified and re-identified until they are 
solved." 

THE CONSERVATIVE PROSPECT 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, yet again, 
Prof. Irving Kristol has very eloquently 
addressed himself to the changing soci
ety of our Nation. In his article, "The 
Conservative Prospect," which appeared 
in the Wall Street Journal, Mr. Kristol 
paints a very interesting picture of our 
political atmosphere and perhaps what 
it may mean in the near future. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Kristol's article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE CONSERVATIVE PROSPECr 

(By Irving Kristol) 
It could be a touch of spring fever, but 

quite suddenly I find myself feeling rather 
optimistic about the outlook for liberal de
mocracy in the United States. I say this not 
despite the fact that my own city of New 
York is now effectively bankrupt, but be
cause of it. The experience has been most 
instructive. 

That New York City was going to go broke 
sooner or later was obvious to anyone who 
could count on his fingers. That the only 
way out is a drastic and painful cut in pub
lic services and public employment, has 
long been equally obvious. What was never 
clear was how the citizens of New York 
would react when the moment of truth ar
rived. Would we have, as our politicians said 

· and perhaps believed, panic in the streets? 
A general strike? Riots and civil strife? 

Well, though the dog days of summer still 
lie ahead and prophecy is a bit risky, it 
seems that New Yorkers are confronting the 
realities of their situation with fortitude and 
maturity. There is no strike talk, though 
television reporters are naturally trying their 
best to get union leaders to make dramatic 
and scary statements. There is relatively 
little riot talk-though here, once again, 
television reporters keep probing away in the 
hope of providing their cameras with the 
kind of inflammatory material that photo
graphic journalism feeds on. No doubt, if 
there are enough TV caineras around, some
one will eventually oblige by burning some
thing down. But as of now, the prevailing 
attitude is most akin to the stoical resigna
tion with which one copes with a well
earned hangover. Even The New York Times, 
which was never particularly critical of the 
frenzied finance of the Lindsay years, and 
which did its part in nourishing all those 
Great Sodety illusions, now is speaking ed
itorially with a candor and firmness that is 
altogether admirable. 

And it's not only in New York City that 
a freshened spirit of fiscal realism and fis
cal responsibility is asserting itself. That 
spirit seems to be experiencing some kind 
of national revival. All of those newly elected 
Democratic governors, who promised so 
much for so little, are confounding their 
supporters and critics alike. In New York 
State, Governor Carey announced in his in
augural address that "the days of wine and 
roses are over," and he has been expending 
most of his energies in trying to persuade his 
legislature to balance the budget. In Cali
fornia, Governor Brown publicly muses that 
"sometimes we need fewer programs, less 
planning, more space to OUl" lives"-and then 
proceeds actually to cut the University of 
California budget. Governor Dukakis of Mas
sachusetts, that most liberal of states, has 
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declared a reduction 1n the welfare rolls to 
be the first order of the day. Governor Lucie 
in Wisconsin talks about a balanced budget 
and the need for economies in governmental 
expenditure in a way that even some Re
publicans had come to think anachronistic. 
And one hears rumors that even at the very 
e :lge of the real world-in Washington, 
D.C.-Congressmen are murmuring to them• 
selves that perhaps money doesn't really 
gr ow on trees. 

TAKING THE CURE? 

Not everyone, to be sure, takes a benign 
view of this new and unexpected phenome
non. A reporter for Newsweek, while re
counting it in conscientious ·detail, keeps 
referring to the "sour-mood" of the American 
public, to its "alienation" and its "shrunken 
view of itself and its prospects." Well, that's 
one way of looking at it, and there is no doubt 
that with the left wing of the Democratic 
Party there is much consternation, even a 
sense of betrayal. For the rest of us, however, 
this "shrunken view" of the possible benefits 
of government expenditure and government 
programs is less distressing. After 15 years of 
addiction to "managing social change" 
through perpetual deficit financing, the 
American public seems prepared to abandon 
t he pleasures of political and economic 
fantasy, to take the cure-and to do it "cold 
turkey." As anyone who has been involved 
with addicts-whether it be to alcohol or 
drugs or cigarets or whatever-will tell you, 
that is the only kind of cure that really works. 
It hurts, but the willlngness to suffer that 
hurt is the surest sign of the will to be de
t oxified, and the best guarantee of eventual 
success. 

I do not wlsh to sound more cheerful than 
the realities permit. Though the 1960&-the 
"decade of rubbish," as the late Richard 
Hofstadter called it-seem finally and be
latedly to be over, the afterglow lingers on. 
In the academy and the judiciary especially, 
the cast of mind and the habits of thought of 
that decade still prevail and still plague us 
(e.g., the dogmatic and irrational court 
decisions on school busing). Moreover, the 
new service bureaucracies and regulatory 
bureaucracies that were created in Washing
ton have by now developed their own power
ful constituencies, both outside Congress and 
in, and it is going to be exceedingly difficult 
to diminish their size or curb their powers. 
So we shall be living with the consequences 
of the 1960s for quite a while-and to some 
degree, in some respects, we may well have to 
live with them forever. 

But there is little question that the ideo
logical atmosphere as a whole has changed, 
and in a direction that can fairly be called 
conservative. Becoming more realistic about 
money is rather like becoming more realistic 
about sex: such realism almost automatically 
spills over into all other areas of one's life. It 
then becomes less possible to talk glibly 
about "the revolution of rising expectations," 
as if perpetual fantasies of wish-fulfillment 
were natural and healthy. Expectations that 
outdistance reality by too much create un
stable people and unstable societies. A politics 
which constantly incites such expectations is 
a politics of disorder, and ultimately of self
destruction. We have, in this past period, 
lived through such a politics and have ex
perienced its baleful power. Now the Amer
ican people seem to be saying that it is a 
time for sobriety and self-discipline. 

It is inevitable and unsurprising that 
various commentators on the left should 
see in this new spirit a testimonial of de
spair and hopelessness. What is more sur
prising, however, is that this new sobriety 
should be interpreted by some conservatives 
as a sign that the time is ripe for an ex
hilarating ••counter-reformation:• I am re
ferring, of course, to those who see the Ford 
administration as weak, tepid, and out ot 
phase with the new climate of opinion. These 

are the people who are agitating in favor of a 
"realignment" of American politics, and fore
see some kind of Reagan-Wallace coalition 
as a new political force to be reckoned with. 

Though this-segment of American opinion 
is commonly designated as conservative, a 
more accurate description would be "right
wing populist." Its deepest aim is to create 
a popular movement that is much more than 
a mere political party-the difference being 
that a movement appeals to people's frustra
tions and passions, as distinct from their 
long-term interests and deliberate opinions. 
A movement agitates the electorate, a party 
persuades it. A movement seeks "power"; a 
party aims to govern. 

A DELAYED BACKLASH 

The "new politics" of the 1960s was a left
wing populist movement, and the dream of 
an effective Reagan-Wallace coalition is best 
understood as a delayed "backlash" against 
it. As such, it is a phenomenon of the 1960s, 
not the 1970s-a spasmodic reaction to yes
teryear's provocations. Those provocations 
were real enough, and the frustrations which 
are their legacy are real, too. Big govern
ment, expensive government, intrusive gov
ernment, ineffectual government--yes, there 
is increasing disaffection with the whole busi
ness. But it is precisely because that disaf
fection is now so widespread within both 
political parties that there is so little solid 
ground on which a new mass movement, 
dedicated to a "counter-reformation," can 
establish itself. Twelve months from now, I 
predict, Governor Wallace will loom a lot 
smaller than he does now. 

The Ford administration, it seems to me, 
is proceeding quite skillfully along the main 
lines of the emerging American conserva
tism. It is recruiting to the thin ranks of 
this conservatism many of those "old lib
erals" who, after the chastening experiences 
of the '60s, appreciate the ambiguities of re
form and the virtues of moderation. It is try
ing to evolve a social policy which, while 
not abolishing the welfare state in the name 
of "free enterprise" (that would be absurd 
and suicidal), would reshape, delimit, and
above all-de-bureaucratize it. (The sub
stitution of housing allowances for public 
housing projects is an instance of such an 
approach.) It is struggling to increase the 
capacity of the private sector for economic 
growth, so that various classes and interest 
groups will be encouraged to think more in 
terms of achievement, less in terms of redis
tribution. It would certainly like to see the 
regulatory agencies behave in a less arbitrary 
and more sensible manner-though, in view 
of the strength of the Democratic left in 
Congress, there is little it can do about this 
for the moment. 

There is every reason to think that, in 
the shorter run-i.e., through 1976-this 
strategy will be both popular and effective. 
If the economy is in fair condition this time 
next year, Mr. Ford will, in my opinion, 
be a very strong candidate indeed. But in the 
longer run, of course, American conservatism 
will have to face up to a far more profound 
problem: its cultural impotence-its inabil
ity to propose an ideal of moral and spiritual 
excellence that could challenge the predomi
nance of liberal egalitarianism in our educa
tional system and in the culture generally. 
That, however, is another story, to be told 
on another day. 

HURRICANE ISLAND OUTWARD 
BOUND SCHOOL 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Hur
ricane Island Outward Bound School, in 
my home State, is one of six Outward 
Bound schools which have been estab
lished in the United States during the 
last 13 years. Last year, Hurricane Is-

land celebrated its lOth anniversary of 
operations. On a number of occasions I 
have had an opportunity to be briefed 
on the school's progress, and I have 
watched its growth with great interest. 
Outward Bound is an exciting concept, 
and I am proud of the successful develop
ment of the Hurricane Island School in 
Maine and the contributions it has made 
to the development of young people from 
Maine and other parts of the country. 

The expression "outward bound" 
refers to a ship heading for the open sea. 
The first school was established in 1941 
in Aberdovey, Wales, and was designed 
as survival training for young British 
merchant seamen during World \Var II. 
The success of the school as a training 
ground for personal growth led to the 
establishment of several additional Brit
ish schools, administered by the Out
ward Bound Trust in London. Since then, 
32 schools have been established in Eur
ope, Africa, Asia, Australia, and North 
America. In the United States, there are 
now six Outward Bound schools in opera
tion, serving more than 5,000 students 
each year, with over 30,000 alumni. The 
American schools are located in Maine, 
Colorado, Minnesota, North Carolina, 
Oregon, and Texas. In addition, there is 
an Outward Bound Center operating at 
Dartmouth College in New Hampshire. 

The founder and guiding spirit of Out
ward Bound was a German and British 
educator by the name of Dr. Kurt Hahn, 
who died last year at the age of 88. Dr. 
Hahn's educational philosophy can be 
summarized in his own words: 

The aim of education is to impel young 
people into value-forming experiences ..• 
to insure the survival of these qualities: an 
enterprising curiosity; an undefeatable 
spirit; tenacity in pursuit; readiness for sen
sible self-denial; and, above all, compassion. 

Hahn observed that "youth suffer from 
the misery of unimportance" and was 
deeply concerned by what he viewed as a 
"progressive inhumanity of the society 
in which we live." He saw in the Outward 
Bound concept a means of countering 
the "decline in fitness due to the modern 
methods of locomotion; the decline in 
initiative, due to the widespread disease 
of spectatoritis; the decline in care and 
skill, due to the weakened tradition of 
craftmanship; the decline of self-disci
pline, due to the ever-present availability 
of tranquilizers am! stimulants; and the 
decline of compassion, which William 
Temple called 'spiritual death'." 

The Outward Bound schools in this 
country and abroad have their own spe
cial approaches to implementing Dr. 
Hahn's philosophy, and their programs 
are adapted to their unique environ
ments. For example, the Colorado school 
concentrates on mountaineering, hiking, 
and rockclimbing. The Hurricane Island 
school, on the other hand, is basically a 
sea school-like the original Outward 
Bound school-and its programs are de
signed to take advantage of the unique 
seamanship opportunities available in 
Maine's Penobscot Bay and surrounding 
areas. Hurricane Island itself is located 
12 miles east of Rockland-where the 
school's main offices are situated-close 
by to the much larger Vinalhaven Island. 

The program at the Hurricane Island 
school concentrates on sailing and navi-
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gation in 30-foot open pulling boats, and 
students will go on ocean-going expedi
tions in various directions-100 miles 
"down east" to the Machias, south to 
Portland and Casco Bay, out to the far
t:i.l.est offshrre islands on the eastern sea
board. In addition, the school teaches 
basic rock-climbing techniques in aban
doned quarries and on the ocean cliffs at 
Acadia National Park. A key part of the 
program at Hurricane Island is search 
and rescue training and firefighting 
which are undertaken on the school's 
powerboats whenever called upon by the 
U.S. Coast Guard and the Maine State 
Forest Service. Rescue training was a 
principal part of Dr. Hahn's philosophy, 
since he believed that the "experience of 
helping a fellow man in danger, or even 
of training in a realistic manner to be 
ready to give this help, tends to change 
the balance of power in a youth's •.nner 
life with the result that compassion can 
become the master motive." 

With a new rescue station in opera
tion at Hurricane Island and manned 
around the clock, the school now par
ticipates frequently in search and res
cue missions in the area. 

Participants at the school vary in age 
and background. About two-fifths of the 
students are women. Although the mini
mum age for admission is 16%, over one
third of the students are over 21 years 
old. A large number of the students come 
from poor families in the inner city, 
under special grant programs, and the 
school has been involved in helping sev
eral States develop special programs for 
disadvantaged youths using Outward 
Bound concepts. Literally hundreds of 
schools, colleges, .universities, and other 
organizations have adopted Outward 
Bound principles for their own programs, 
several of which the people at Hurri
cane Island helped start. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two articles on Maine's Out
ward Bound School be printed in the 
RECORn-"Sailing Through Outward 
Bound: No Easy Trick," from the Jan
uary 1975, issue of Boating magazine, 
and "Outward Bound at Moosehead," 
from Down East magazine. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

[Reprinted from Boating, January 1975] 
SAILING THROUGH OUTWARD BOUND: No 

EASY TRICK 

(By Toni Brodax) 
Two days of extensive seamanship, navi

gation, ocean sailing and rock climbing. 
Three days on a solo-isolated on an island 
with a gallon of water, the clothes you wore, 
a sleeping bag, and tent. Sound interesting? . 
I thought so, and signed up for a five-day . 
Outward Bound course on Hurricane Is
land, Me. 

The course began Monday October 9 
aboard Maine's 1240 Vinalhaven ferry where 
the 12 of us in the course met for the first 
time. Barely had the ferry left the pier be
f ore our instructor, Franklin Mullen, had us 
tying knots as he explained what we'd be 
d oing at HIOBS (Hurricane Island Outward 
Bound School). It wasn't a day-by-day ac
count or, believe me, I would have returned 
to Rockland on the next ferry. In fact, we 
never knew what would be happening until 
it happened. 

There were relatively few opportunities 

to make entries in our logs. The following is 
my first and nearly last entry, made at 0420 
on October 10, 1974 to record my impression 
of the first day: "I was wakened from a cold, 
restless sleep 20 minutes ago to take the 
0400--0600 watch with Bob Simicrope. Some
how I've managed to make it through the 
first day. I don't think I like it here--am 
sure I will be the first to leave. My body 
feels like it's about to collapse and my 
brain is telling me I'm crazy. At 22, I won
der if I'm too young to die from a heart 
attack?" 

I was sure the Marines had adapted their 
basic training course from Outward Bound, 
but in fact Outward Bound began as a sur
vival school for British Merchant Seamen in 
1941 in Aberdovey, Wales. Since then, more 
than 30 private, non-profit Outward Bound 
Schools have sprung up. 

"What Outward Bound offers," Franklin 
said, "is experiential education-you learn 
by doing." While demonstrating a square 
knot he added, "There are some basic ingredi
ents in all the Outward Bound Schools
stress, risk, and adventure-I'll find each of 
your limits and stretch you beyond them." 

Before reaching Vinalhaven, we had 
learned how to tie four knots and we'd 
learned the name of our watch. Each course 
on Hurricane Island is assigned a name for 
their watch. Ours was Aurora. 

While HIOBS is in operation from April to 
November each watch assists, in cooperation 
with the U.S. Coast Guard, in search and res
cue to local island and coastal communities 
as well as all mariners in Penobscot Bay. Hur
ricane Island is located 10 miles east of 
Rockland. 

Pulling boat No. 10 was waiting at the dock 
for us at Vinalhaven. 

Number 10 was an ugly onboard as she was 
from ashore. For the next five days this 30-
foot, 3000 lb. gray and orange pulling bo::~.t 

would be our second home. 
I guess it was about 1430 when we started 

to row and not much later when my muscles 
began to tighten. Afraid to look at the palms 
of my hands for fear of bright red, juicy 
blisters, I just followed Franklin's commands, 
"Give way together, hold oars, backwater, 
give way together," for the next four hours. 

Resting for a brief ten minutes I felt every 
muscle in my body tense up as Franklin gave 
us a short lesson on sailing. We spent the 
next 15 minutes putting up and taking down 
sails, but there was no wind. Back to the 
oars. 

Towards sunset we reached Hurricane Is
land, tired and hungry. First things being 
first, we grabbed our gear and jogged to our 
tent and then to a 12-foot wooden wall. We 
were to get over it anyway we could, using 
only our bodies. Pyramids and a lot of push
ing, pulling and tugging got us over in 25 
minutes. (Record time is 39 seconds.) 

Off and jogging to the watch locker for 
sleeping bags, jogging back to the tent, jog
ging to the watch locker for foul weather 
gear, and jogging back to the tent. A couple 
of things ought to be added here: all this 
jogging was done in complete darkness, our 
sleeping bags were made of cotton (mine had 
a broken zipper), and our foul weather gear 
didn't fit. 

Our last jog of many was to the mess hall. 
It must've been 2300 when Franklin ended 

our charting and navigating lesson, inform
ing us that we'd be taking two-hour, two
man safety watch shifts that night. Fortu
nately I'd be able to sleep for five hours be
fore my 0400-0600 radio watch with Bob. Our 
duties entailed radio watch and boat check. 

Franklin walked in to the Safety house at 
0600. I had just gotten through the longest 
day of my life and thinking today would be 
better when he told me to wake Aurora watch 
and tell everyone to put on their sweat suits 
and bring a towel for the morning's run-and· 
dip. 

We jogged for half a mile before reaching 
the dock where we'd take our "dip." 

"I thought swimming was optional," I said 
to Franklin, outraged. 
"Swimm~g is optional, but run-and-dip 

is not!" came his curt reply. 
Eight feet below me was cold water. I 

though it couldn't be that bad-it was worse. 
The water at most, was 45•. Fact: Exposure 
for more than 20 minutes would result in 
death. 

Hiking through the beautiful Maine woods 
in autumn splendor followed breakfast. I 
could have hiked through those woods for the 
rest of the afternoon and wished we had 
when I saw the rope climbing course set up 
for us. 

We were supposed to complete the course 
in one hour. I never thought I would, but 
with determination, encouragement, and a 
great deal of stubbornness, I did-about two 
hours later. 

For the first time, being the last to finish 
worked to our advantage. Had we completed 
on time, the next event would have been 
capsize drill. Instead we observed another 
watch capsize a boat. A remarkable job. 

Rock climbing and rappelling consumed 
what was left of our afternoon. I had no 
knees left after climbing straight up over 100 
feet of solid granite with no sort of footholds 
to grab onto. All the time I hoped Tom Riedy 
was belaying for me the way we'd been 
taught. One slip and my life would be over in 
two seconds, if Tom wasn't careful. 

However, rappelling down the cliffs was 
very exhilarating. After the first step it's 
all down hill, bouncing and swinging off 
the rocks all the way down. I controlled my 
speed while Dick Barbieri gave me slack on 
the safety line. 

Planning a three-day sailing expedition oc
cupied our time Thursday night. As Quarter
master I stowed away the food (six lb. can of 
tuna, five 10 lb. loaves of homemade bread, 
six gallons of water, etc.) while the others 
stuffed duffel bags (one for 2 people) with 
sleeping bags and plastic tarpaulin, clothes, 
and flashlights. There would be three days to 
try the other positions of Captain, First Mate, 
and Navigator as they were rotated to prevent 
any mutinies. 

Three people in our crew had decided to 
leave HIOBS the next morning. It was more 
than they expected, they said, and they 
weren't prepared to go through any more of 
what we'd done. 

Showers never felt so good. This was the 
first luxury I'd had in two days. Aside from 
being tired, I felt good. I was going to make 
it through the next three days "come hell or 
high water" even if it killed me. 

Sunrise and Franklin-the two were like 
bread and butter-coming to wake us every 
morning. Sweats but not towels. I was ec
static and the first to start jogging; the last 
to finish. However, we were in time for the 
most fantastic sailing weather. In minutes we 
had the sprit rigged main and mizzen up, 
making way at five knots. Clear skies, brisk 
northeast winds, and an oncoming cold 
front-couldn't ask for more. 

Our first hours of sailing was confusing, 
comical and haphazard. Only two or three 
of us had sailed before. When we finally 
managed to raise the mainsail, it was mo
mentful as raising the flag on Iwo Jima. En
joying our new prowess in tacking and jibing, 
we forgot about lunch until Franklin sug
gested we picnic on Little Rye Island, four 
miles from Hurricane Island. Having un
loaded our lunch and two duffel bags and 
started to eat, we suddenly noticed Franklin 
sailing away. 

"Franklin, where you going? Looking for 
another anchorage?" we yelled from shore. 

"I'll -see you tomorrow, m~~oybe," was his 
reply. Franklin doesn't talk much. 

We stood there stunned and surprised, es
pecially when we discovered three sleeping 
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bags instead of four. Then we started en
joying the idea of being alone on a deserted 
island like Robinson Crusoe. No matter what, 
we'd survive, whether it be for one day or 
three. We were going to make the best of 
it and of what we had: one gallon of water, 
19 tuna. fish sandwiches, 26 plums, granolo, 
three sleeping bags, and a. plastic tarpaulin. 

Scouting the island, which took no more 
than 20 minutes, we found a place to camp, 
firewood, mussels, snails, and a lot of vegeta
tion. George Appleton filled us in on the 
edibles, having read one of Euell Gibbon's 
books. Glasswarts are delicious but salty, 
rosehips make great tea and are filled with 
plenty of vitamin c, and mussels were plen
tiful. We steamed some that evening after 
pitching a makeshift plastic tent. 

The nine of us slept shoulder-to-shoulder 
with the three sleeping bags covering us. 
Enough body heat di1fused through all our 
clothing and foul weather gear to keep us 
relatively warm through the 40° night, with
out a sniffie in the morning. 

To our dismay, Franklin came for us at 
1000. There was some urgency in getting off 
of Little Rye Island booause of low tide and 
rocks. Within a half hour we were all aboard 
and heading for Burnt Island. We caught the 
Wind after a short time of rowing. 

Clouds began to clutter what was a mag
nificent sky while we proficiently tacked and 
jibed through three-foot swells. Appreciative 
of the foul weather gear, we sailed with ease 
and for once enjoyed the scenery, waving 
while a convoy of HIOBS pulling boats passed 
us by. 

It wasn't long until we reached Burnt 
Island and anchored in Mullen Cove. We 
disembarked, making sure Franklin was not 
the last aboard. With no foreseeable prob
lems, we divided into two groups. One group 
would make camp not far from where we 
beached, and the other would collect fire
wood and prepare dinner. 

There were no problems as the sun set, 
and in fact, I had really enjoyed the day's 
events. John Donovan and I had volunteered 
for boat watch that night. I figured we had 
a relatively easy job compared to the others 
who would have to take shore watch-similar 
to our first night on Hurricane Island. 

Shortly before 2100 at high tide, John and 
I boarded No. 10 prepared for an easy, restful 
night. we had two sleeping bags and two 
chocolate bars between us and the most mag
nificent view of the milky way above us. It 
was also one of the warmest evenings we'd 
had thus far on the trip. 

An hour or so must've passed when I 
heard John yelling to shore. "Get Franklin, 
the wind's changed and the anchor might be 
shifting!" 

What was once a gentle southerly had 
shifted direction. Now a cold, bitter northerly 
brought ominous and foreboding clouds. 

Things were hectic on shore. Franklin was 
telling shore watch to break camp and move 
down to the fire on the beach. I could see 
people running and moving about. 

Our only connection to shore was 200 feet 
of line. And 50 feet of line connected us to 
the anchor. Rocks were two feet below us. 

The wind had shifted again, coming 
strongly from the northeast, crossing our 
deck broadside. For the first time since the 
beginning of our trip, we all felt helpless and 
unsure. A decision had to be made. We could 
stay put and wait out the weather or get 
everyone on board and look for another 
anchorage. We chose to stay. We'd know at 
0917, high time, if we had made the right 
dooision. Getting to shore amidst the rocks 
was our biggest problem. 

Low tide came at 0230. The swells had 
grown to about four feet with incessant 
cold winds penertating foul weather gear 
and warm clothing. John and I had no pro
tection from the cold. Our sleeping bags were 
soaked and there was no cabin to rest in. 

We were two bitter cold people in a com
pletely open boat in a rough sea. 

Our most warming sight came during low 
tide-the Northern Lights, which I had never 
seen before. Surrounding us was the most 
magnificent light show. Flashing spurts of 
light instantly changed into a neon-like rain
bow. It was a radiant demonstration of na
ture at its best. 

We knew high tide was a few minutes away, 
and our best hope for getting ashore without 
going on the rocks. We had to make it then, 
or John and I would be where we were for 
the next 12 hours. We were prepared to radio 
for help. I couldn't take much more. All 
night long I thought things would get bet
ter, but they hadn't. 

We finally had a solution. We threw the 
life preserver towards shore, where the tide 
brought it in. A line was tied to it on shore 
and we pulled it back, cleating it down. 
Dennis Blender and Lennna Dower slowly 
let go of the first line while the others pulled 
in on theirs and I slowly let out the anchor 
line. The bow was heading to shore, under 
control. 

In five minutes we had reached shore, 
stowed the gear and gotten everyone aboard. 
Soon Burnt Island grew smaller as the wind 
filled the sails. Now there was plenty of time 
for conversation as we ran with the wind al
most all the 12 miles back to Hurricane 
Island. 

Sailing back to Hurricane Island was fan
tastic. The wind was with us all the way, fill
ing the sheets until they looked like pillows. 
And we'd just watch those big fiberglass sail
boats pass by with a smile on our faces. We 
were no beauty in comparison, but I don't 
think any of us would have exchanged our 
boat for theirs. 

We reached Hurricane Island late · that 
afternoon, sailing straight to the dock. While 
we unloaded our gear and cleaned up our 
mess, I observed the other watches coming 
in from their expeditions. They too were 
tired, hungry, elated, and content. 

Dinner would be served at 1830 after we 
had showered and changed. We'd been wear
ing and sleeping in the same clothes for 
three days. Three meals a day, and all the 
extra luxuries of our homes had been for
gotten. 

I spent the remaining time before dinner 
down by the dock watching the sunset and 
thinking. There was No. 10 next to the other 
moored boats. Had she been a smaller, less 
sturdy boat, I probably wouldn't still be 
here. Had she been bigger and more elabo
rate, well, I probably wouldn't have seen the 
Northern Lights or experienced freezing cold 
weather. "Experiential Education' it says 
in the brochure. 

At 2230, a night navigation lesson preceded 
dinner on two small moBS cabin cruisers. 
Franklin said we had to put on foul weather 
gear. I was putting on all my warmest clothes 
underneath the foul weather gear. One thing 
that night on the boat taught me is that I 
never want to be cold again. 

We divided into two groups and boarded 
the rescue boats. Taught how to use the 
depth sounder, radar, compass, a.nd charts, 
w.e navigated to an island eight miles away. 

"This is Aurora watch isnt it?" were the ex
act words Franklin woke us with. The last 
day of our course and he told us to put on 
sweats. And if he told us to bring a towel, 
well, I would have, without argument. 

While we jogged to a point on the island 
I realized my muscles weren't sore and that 
I felt good, really good. My accomplishments, 
no matter how dlfftcult or how long they 
took, made me feel great. And whether I was 
doing chinups or freezing in an open boat, 
it was working with the elements and mak
ing the most of each situation. 

There was no dip that morning and within 
a few hours we were aboard the Rockland 
ferry. Our course was over; the most incredi-

ble five days of sailing, rock climbing, and 
camping I've ev~r experienced. Where did the 
time go? 

OUTWARD BOUND AT MOOSEHEAD 

(By Eliza Cocroft) 
When the weather turns cold in the fall, 

Hurricane Island Outward Bound School of 
Rockland closes down its operation on an 
island off Vinalhaven and moves its train
ing program to Maine's north woods near 
Moosehead Lake. During the months of Janu
ary, February and March it offers a 23-day 
course in outdoor winter living to groups of 
students of both sexes, 167':! years and older. 

The winter program began in 1972 with 
the help of the Great Northern Paper Com
pany, which gave the school use of Grant 
Farm, a former lumbering depot, located ten 
miles from Kokadjo (winter population, one) . 
In 1973 the base was moved to its present 
location at Mountain View Farm at the foot 
of Squaw Mountain on the outskirts of 
Greenville. 

Training at Moosehead is modeled after 
that followed in the summer at Hurricane 
Island and at other Outward Bound schools 
in this country and abroad. The goal is to 
provide students with the kind of experience 
that will challenge them both physicially and 
emotionally and develop in them self reli
ance, confidence and a greater understanding 
for others. 

The course includes snowshoe expeditions, 
cross-country skiing, camping, first-aid 
training, map and compass work, marathon
style running and a "solo" experience during 
which a student spends three days and two 
nights alone in the woods fending for him
self. Each day at Mountain View Farm begins 
before sunrise and ends after eight at night. 

Besides learning to live outdoors in the 
winter, both as individuals and in groups, 
students become acquainted with what life 
was like in the north woods three generations 
ago. They harvest ice from Moosehead Lake, 
cook over an open wood fire, and travel long 
distances on foot in the cold. 

Upon arrival at Mountain View Farm stu
dents are divided into groups of from eight 
to twelve members. Each group, or "crew," 
functions as a unit throughout the training 
period under the supervision of two instruc
tors. As their students become more profi
cient, the instructors gradually relinquish the 
responsibility for decision-making 11ntil the 
students themselves assume the full initia
tive. 

Physical conditioning is a part of each 
day. An early morning run soon after day
break wakens tired bodies and sleepy minds. 
Supplying the needs of the farm provides in
itial experience in splitting wood, gathering 
water from a nearby stream and cooking for 
a large group. Then the students move out 
from the farm to practice in the woods what 
they have learned at the farm: coping with 
the cold, handling minor medical problems 
such as frostbite, and providing hot food 
and a warm, dry shelter on the trail. 

Midway in the course each student is 
given an opportunity to put into use as an 
individual what he has learned in the group. 
Solo begins when the instructors leave their 
students alone and apart deep in the woods. 
The student must then immediately provide 
for his needs: building and tending a fire, 
cooking, and digging a cave in the snow 
for a shelter or designing and building one 
from evergreen boughs. Then as he settles 
into the days and n1ghts he must spend alone 
he has time to listen to the sounds of the 
forest and observe the wild creatures that 
share it with him. 

For some, the period is a lonely vigil; for 
others, a time in which they come to rea
lize how important other people are to them. 
Usually, a higher level of tolerance for others 
and a keener understanding of differences be
tween people are developed. 



25430 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 28, 1915 
The return to tl:).e farm after three days of 

solitude is a joyful occasJon. .Students re
join their group and share the. insights they 
have gained during solo. Then one full day 
is spent working for others ovtslde the 
school. This may mean a visit to a senior citi
zens' home in Greenville or instructing local 
school-children in physical fitness on an 
obstacle course. 

Finally, comes the real test-a five-day 
expedition, planned and executed by the 
students themselves. They elect a leader, a 
quartermaster to be in charge of food, a 
safety officer and a navigator. Their route 
must be carefully planned and their objec
tives clear. If all these conditions are met, 
the instructors give them permission to pro
ceed. From then on they are on their own, 
with the instructors interceding only if a 
student's safety is at stake. 

With 40-to-50-pound packs and either skis 
or snowshoes strapped on their backs, the 
students leave the farm behind as they set 
out over the ice of Moosehead or deep into 
tbe forest. Their objective may be to scale a 
mountain peak or to reach a point forty miles 
from the base. Since winter days are short, 
rising before daybreak is not unusual. The 
days are busy and filled with hard traveling, 
but before students return to the farm five 
days later they may have passed beaver dams, 
traversed wind-swept Moosehead or perhaps 
climbed Mt. Kineo in the moonlight. 

One last event, the marathon, confronts 
each student with an individual physical 
challenge. The route may be a four-to-siX
mile run across the frozen lake on foot, a 
cross-country run on snowshoes, a running 
climb uphill for several miles, or even a 13-
mile lope along an open road. Whatever the 
course, students are asked to run farther 
than most of them have ever imagined they 
could. Bodies in motion for up to two hours 
ring with "I cant" New horizons have been 
set-and met--in winter days with Outward 
Bound at Moosehead. 

FURTHER SALE OF GRAIN TO THE 
SOVIET UNION 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, there is 
a growing concern being expressed 
throughout the country in all areas of 
life as to the impact of the newest Soviet 
grain purchases on our economy. 

Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz 
stated in his testimony before the Sen
ate Agriculture and Forestry Committee 
on July 11, 1975, the following: 

I want to assure the American public that 
we can meet a sale of grain to the Russla.ns, 
for example, in the magnitude of 5-10 mil
lion metric tons, and this 10 million is the 
upper range of what everybody is talking 
about, the upper range of our estimate. 

That was on July 11. Total sales have 
now reached 9.8 million metric tons. Pri
vate grain firms have thus far sold the 
Soviets 4.2 miiiion metric tons of hard 
winter wheat, 4.5 million metric tons of 
barley. We have now reached the upper 
range of our estimate as stated by Sec
retary Butz. 

What is happening now? How much 
grain is going to be sold to the Soviets? 
Last Friday, Assistant Agriculture Sec
retary Richard Bell stated that the 
drought is so bad in the Soviet Union 
that purchases of U.S. grain might 
amount to a new :figure-14 or 15 mil-
lion tons. Secretary Butz stated last 
week that he personally feels that the 
Soviets will not need much more grain 
than was originally anticipated. Travel .. 

ers returning from the Soviet Union 
have brought word of bad drought con
ditions. 

The American people need to be as
sured that we are not risking another 
round of infiated prices for grain, such 
as we experienced· in 1972 which led to 
increased prices for beef, vegetables, and 
all commodities. 

Mr. Butz states that we have record 
harvests and there is nothing to worry 
about. In response to a telegram sent to 
Mr. Butz voicing concern over the large 
sales of wheat to Russia, the Agriculture 
Department replied: 

Fortunately, we had a. bumper wheat crop 
last year and have ample carryover reserves. 
We have a. near-record crop this year so there 
is no need to fear runaway wheat or fiour 
prices. 

Mr. President, that response was not 
given last week. It was Mr. Butz's re
sponse to a telegram sent to him on 
September 21, 1972. These facts were 
disclosed in an article in today's Wail 
Street Journal by Robert E. Grant, 
chairman of the executive committee of 
American Bakeries Co. Needless to say, 
Secretary Butz was dead wrong. Wheat 
at that time was about $1.80 a bushel. 
It climbed in the next 18 months to over 
$6 a bushel, the highest price in history. 
Mr. Grant calls for "further discussion 
and study-before we can confidently 
accept the most recent a-ssurances con
cerning the Russian grain sales." 

What effect does the price of wheat 
have on other foods? Mr. Butz stated be
fore Senator JACKSON's committee in 
1973 that meat, eggs, poultry, dairy 
products, fruit, and vegetable prices were 
in no way related directly to the market 
price of wheat. However as Mr. Grant 
further points out in his article in this 
morning's Wall Street Journal: 

In major farm areas farmers have learned 
that if wheat is at a sUfficiently high price, 
it is better to switch to raising wheat than 
to raise other popular vegetables. And, fur
thermore, if vegetables are to be grown at 
times of high wheat prices, then the farmers 
will demand higher prices for growing 
vegetables. 

Remember the soaring meat prices of 
1973? Feed grain prices had risen sharply 
because of higher export sales and in 
sympathy with higher wheat prices, and 
as beef cattle, hogs, and poultry are fed 
on feed grains, meat prices increased. 

What can we learn from all o! this? As 
Mr. Grant suggests: 

It is reasonable to suggest that one of the 
single greatest contributors to the economic 
woes of the U.S. in recent years, along with 
the price escalation and a severe drought, 
was the extreme size of the wheat sales to 
Russia in 1972. They depleted U.s. reserves, 
wheat prices rose, feed grains rose in sym
pathy, meat prices rose with feed grains, 
certain major vegetable and fruit prices rose 
with wheat prices; high food prices brought 
on wage increases. Inflation, with high food 
prices a major contributor, cut sharply into 
family purchasing power, thus setting the 
stage for the recession. 

Mr. President, that is what happened 
in 1972. Do we have any indication that 
the same spu·al is going to hit us in 1975? 
I believe that we do and it is rather clear 
and also rather frightening. This morn
ing's Wall Street Journal points out that 

Mr. Dawson Ahalt, an Agriculture De
partment economist, has stated that 
there "may be some" increase in con
sumer food prices because of recent So
viet purchases which have already been 
completed. 

He stated: 
I am reluctant to increase our estimate that 

food prices will rise six to eight percent this 
year but there may be some increase by the 
end of the year 'because of Russian sales. 

The Soviet grain sales have spurred 
wheat prices from $3.07 a bushel on July 
3, 1975, to $3.75 a bushel on July 11; com 
prices at $2.81 a quarter bushel up from 
$2.57; and September soybeans at $5.92 
a quarter bushel up from $5.13 on July 3. 
This rapid increase is ominous to me. Be
fore we continue to sell grain to the So
viets we need additional assurances that 
our can·yover positions from this year's 
harvest wili be strong. 

I have written Secretary Butz, a-sking 
that he call for an immediate halt to 
further grain sales to the Soviet Union. 
Further sales should be subject to scru
tiny by the administration and by Con
gress. USDA and the sellers of grain 
should be called in to testify as to the 
risks of these sales. We cannot allow 
these sales to contribute further to in
fiation. We have a duty to the American 
public to protect their pocketbooks from 
unnecessary, preventable infiation. Let 
us live up to that duty. 

NURSING HOME REFORM 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the Federal 

Council on Aging was established by the 
Older Americans Act Amendments of 
1973. The purpose of the Council was to 
advise and assist the President on mat
ters relating to the special needs of sen
ior citizens. According to the law, the 
Council must annually file a report with 
its recommendations for action and sug
gested priorities. 

In their March 1975 report to the 
President, the Council recommends 
forthright action in the area of nursing 
home reform. The report states in part : 

The Council urges legislative action to de
velop high standards of safety and care in 
nursing homes. 

I was most pleased with the Council 's 
recommendation because of my keen in
terest in nursing home problems having 
served as chairman of the SUbcommit
tee on Long-Term Care of the U.S. Sen
ate Committee on Aging since 1963. In 
this capacity I have chaired some 35 
hearings and taken over 5,000 pages of 
testimony. I also introduced, and the 
Congress passed, a comprehensive series 
of nursing home reforms in 1967. 

Unfortunately, these reforms have 
never really been enforced by the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare. The subcommittee's November 1974 
report, "Nursing Home Care in the 
United States: Failure in Public Policy" 
contains ample documentation of HEW's 
failures. The report states: 

Despite the sizable commitment 1n Fed
eral funds, HEW has been reluctant to is
sue forthright standards to provide patients 
with minimum proteetton. Congress 1n 1972 
mandated the merger of Medicare and Medic
aid standards, with the retention of the high-
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·est standard in every case. However, HEW 
then watered down the prior standards. Most 
leading authorities concluded at subcom
mittee hearings that the new standards are 
so vague as to defy enforcement. 

Another portion of our report extends 
this theme, criticizing the administra
tion for its failure to provide alternatives 
t institutionalization: 

Despite the heavy Federal commitment to 
long-term care, a coherent policy on goals 
and methods has yet to be shaped. Thou
sands of seniors go without the care they 
need. Others are in facilities inappropriate to 
their needs. Perhaps most unfortunate, in
Rtitutionalization could have been postponed 
or prevented for thousands of current nurs
ing home residents if viable home health 
care and supportive services existed. AI• 
though such alternative forms of care may 
be more desirable from the standpoint of 
elderly patients-as well as substantially less 

·expensive-the Department of HEW has 
·given only token support for such programs 
· (less than 1 percent of Medicare's total out
lays are spent for home health care.) · 

Another part of the report charges 
that nursing standards are not enforced 
and that nursing home inspections are a 
"national farce." It says: 

There is no direct Federa.l enforcement of 
these and previous Federal sta.ndards. En
forcement is left almost entirely to the 
States. A few do a good job, but most do not. 
In fact, the enforcement system has been 
characterized as scandalous, ineffective, and, 
in some cases, almost nonexistent. 

Finally, the report evaluates the Nixon 
nursing home "reforms" of 1971 and the 
so-called 1974 "reforms." It concludes 
that such "reforms" had "only minimal 
etrectto and that "they fall far short of a 

-seriousv effort to regulate the nursing 
home industry." 

The report urges immediate action by 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare to end this national dis
_grace. Specific recommendations call for 
a cadre of Federal inspectors to test the 
quality of State inspection and manda
tory auditing by the States along with 
suggested new programs designed to help 
nursing homes upgrade. 

Mr. President, with this background 
aside, I cannot tell this body how sad I 
am that the President of the United 
States has apparently turned a deaf ear 
not only to the Congress but to his own 
Advisory Council. In his statement yes
terday, the President said: 

The enforcement of these standards (nurs
ing homes) is one of my Administration's 
highest priorities. 

In fact, it is one of this administra
tion's lowest priorities. 

President Ford need look no further 
than the State of New York to find the 
massive fraud perpetrated on the Am.er

.ican taxpayer by unscrupulous operators. 
The ultimate losers, of course, are the 

·Nation's 1 million elderly who cannot but 
receive poor care when operators divert 
money to profit of unrelated real estate 
transactions. 

I sincerelY hope I am mistaken, but 
the President's statement reads as if he 
believes HEW has a sterling record in 
enforcing nursing home standards and 
that nothing further need be done. Only 
incredible myopia and insensitivity to 
the most devastating of human needs 

would ·support that point of view. I urge 
an immediate Presidential nursing home 
iniative to make up for the last 8 years 
of inaction by HEW. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE FED
ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that certain an
nouncements from the Federal Election 
Commission be printed in the RECORD. 
These include requests for advisory 
opinions. 

There being no objection, the an
nouncements were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Federal Election Commission, 

Notice 1975-16, AOR 1975-18-1975-23] 
ADVISORY OPINION REQUESTS 

In accordance with the procedures set 
forth in the Commission's Notice 1975-4, 
published on June 24, 1975 (40 FR 26660), 
Advisory Opinion Requests 1975-18 through 
1975-23 are published today. Some of the 
Requests consist of similar inquiries from 
several sources which have been consolidated 
in cases where appJQpriate. 

Interested persons wishing to comment on 
the subject matter of any Advisory Opinion 
Request may submit written views with re
spect to such requests within 10 calendar 
days of the date of the publication of the 
request in the Federal Register. Such sub
mission should be sent to the Federal Elec
tion Commission, Office of General Counsel, 
Advisory Opinion Section, 1325 K Street, NW ., 
Washington, D.C. 20463. Persons requiring 
additional time in which to respond to any 
Advisory Opinion Request will normally be 
granted such time written request to the 

_Commission. All timely comments received 
by the Commission will be considered by 
the Commission before it issues an auvisory 
opinion. The Commission recommends that 
_comments on pending Advisory Opinion Re-
quests refer to specific AOR number of the 
Request commented upon, and that statu
tory references be to the United States Code 
. citations, rather than to the Public Law 
Citations. 

AAR 1975-18: Continuous Reporting of 
Campaign Debts From 1972. 

A. Request by Muskie Illinois Campaign 
(Continuous Reporting by Inactive Commit
tee with Outstanding Debts) (Request Edited 
by the Commission) 

" " • • Since 1973, there has been no ac
tivity in the Muskie Illinois Campaign. The 
political committee has (i) disbanded; and 
(11) not received any contributions nor made 
any expenditures since 1973, in an aggregate 
amount totaling more than $1,000, and does 
not expect to make any such expenditures or 
receive any such contributions. In other 
words, all activities have ceased. 

The Committee still owes, however, the 
sum of $166,432.75, as reported in Section D, 
Part 12, of the 1972 and 1973 Comprehensive 
Revised Report. This "debt" will continue 
to be owed, since the Committee has no funds 
to extinguish the debt, and does not con
template the receipt of any funds or con
tributions from any source at any time in 
·the future. 

Please advise if the "Committee," which 
no longer exists, is under an obligation to 
continue to file the report, setting forth 
that it owes a debt of $166,432.75, and if so, 
for how many years this report is to be 
filed. • ') •" 

JAMES R. SNEIDER, 
SNEIDER AND TROY. 

Source: Muskie Dlinois Campaigns by 
R. Sneider, Esq., Sneider and Troy, One North 
LaSalle St., Suite 2025, Chicago, Illinois 60602, 
(June 16, 1975). 

B. Senator Ellender Campaign Committee 
(Continuous Reporting of Disputed Debt l.m
der Litigation) (Request Edited and Para
phrased by the Commission) 

The subject committee has been inactive 
during the last reporting period except fc:: 
receiving contributions and refunds of $577.5') 
and paying a lat~-arriving bill for $428.50. 

" * "' • There is an outstanding claim by 
Innovative Data Systems of Louisiana, Inc., 
for $43,194.68, which is disputed by the Com
mittee. The claimant has filed suit for thi<J 
amount in the Thirty-Second Judicial Dis
trict Court, Parish of Terrebonne, State of 
Louisiana, against Dr. Allen J. Ellender, Jr., 
as the sole heir of the late Senator Ellender, 
against the Committee, and against its in
dividual members, Elward Wright, George 
Arceneaux, Jr., and myself. It probably will 
be a long-drawn out lawsuit, and I can see no 
need for the committee to continue to file 
reports showing no activity. In fact, the 
Committee is non-existent, except for the 
lawsuit. Would you pleage advise if it will 
be permissible to discontinue reporting until 
the pending lawsuit is terminated? At that 
time we would file a final report." • • • 

FRANK \V. WURZLOW, Jr., 
Treasurer, Senator Ellender Campaign 

Committee. 
Source: Senator Ellender, Campaign Com

mittee by Frank W. Wurzlow Jr., Treasurer, 
Ellender, Wright & Wurzlow, 254 Barrow 
Street, Houma, Louisiana 70360 (May 19, 
1975). 
AOR 1975-19; Candidate's Relationship to 
Unauthorized Committees Acting in Candi
date's Interest. (Request by Senator Pack
wood) (Request Edited by the Commission). 

* • 
"A committee has been formed in Oregon 

under the name 'Packwood 1980.' I have not 
a,·thorized this committee, either to receive 
contributions or make expenditures. It is 
·the eommittee's understanding that· the C'nly 
effect of a lack of authorization is that a 
disclaimer must appear on any literature 

from the cbmmittee. Please advise me whether 
the · committee's understanding is complet e 
and accurate." 

BOB PACKWOOD, 
U.S. Senator. 

Source: Senator Bob Packwood, 6327 Dirk
sen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
20510 (May 8, 1975). 

AOR 1975-20: Status of Political Educa
tion Committee-Committee for Thorough 
Agricultural Political Education (Request 
Edited by the Commission) . 

"Gentlemen: In addition to financially 
supporting candidates in their campaign ef
forts our Committee is considering under
taking some or all of the activities listed 
below. 

1. Pay for the cost of educating and train
ing dairy farmers how to be efficient and 
effective in organizing and participating in 
(1) political campaigns, (2) voter registra
tion drives and (3) get-out-to-vote cam
paigns. 

2. Pay for the expenses incurred in voter 
registration drives and get-out-to vote activi
ties. 

3. Reimburse the travel expenses of dairy 
farmers, their spouse and employees of dairy 
cooperatives in connection with the follow
ing: 

a. travel to visit the public officials who 
represents them in either state or federal 
offices; 

b. travel to attend fund raising dinners, 
political rallies, etc.; 

. c. travel to testify at hearings held by 
elected officials or public agencies. 

4. Pay per diem to dairy farmers in addi
tion to the reimbursed expenses under S(a). 
(b) and (c). 

6. Pay for the cost of informing public 
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office holders, consumers, and the general 
public about farmer cooperatives. dairy in
dustry, beef and dairy imports. agriculture. 
etc. 

Possible expenses in •olved would be: 
a. films; 
b. speakers; 
c. media advertisements; 
d . information mailings; 
e. meeting facillties, meals, travel expenses; 
f. professional consultation in this activity; 
g. membership and participation in the 

consumer and/or agriculture organizations. 
6. Share in the e1..-penses o:! non-campaign 

meeting or functions held by public office 
holders. A few examples would be: 

a. Governor conference; 
b. Annual meeting of various associations 

of local and state public officials; 
c. Innaugural balls. 
7. Purchase small Christmas or birthday 

gifts for public officials, i.e., cheese ( $~$25). 
8. Pay honorariums to public office holders 

to speak to dairy farmer groups. 
The original purpose and powers clause of 

C-TAPE is broad enough and is intended to 
cover many activities • • • 

'1. Purposes and. Powers. The Committee 
is organized for the purpose of carrying on 
lawful activities to foster governmental rec
ognition and adoption of policies and prac
tices, which are consistent with the sound 
and effective functtoning of the agricultural, 
and in particular the dairy industry. The 
Committee may conduct such educational 
and voter registration activities, support the 
enactment of such legislation, and the nom
ination and election or appointment of such 
elective and other public officials, solicit and 
accept contributions of such services, money 
and other property, make contributions and 
expenditures of such services, money and 
other property and take such other action, 
all as it may deem will properly further such 
purpose.' 

Before undertaking any of the above ac
tivities the Committee feels that official 
guidance is needed. We respectfully request 
• • • an 'advisory opinion' in these matters." 

J. S. STONE, 
Secret ar y. Committee jor T.A.P .E. 

Source: J. S. Stone, Secretary, Committee 
for Thorough Agricultural Political Educa
tk>n, P. 0. Box 32287, San Antonio. Texas 
78284 (May 1,1975). 

AOR 1975-21: Corporate Contributions 
To Political Committees, Supporting State 
and Federal Candidates, (Request of Repub
lican Central Committee of San Diego 
County) (Request Edited by t he Commis
sion). 

"DEARSm: 

• • • • • 
We have in the past accepted contribu

tions from corporations, placing them into 
a separate account. Funds from that ac
count are used only for State candidates, 
not federal, and in compliance with state 
and federal law. 

The questions is, can corporate donations 
be used by the Central Committee for day
to-day operational uses, i.e., offi:ce rent, utll1-
ties, secretarial salaries, office supplies? No 
direct or measurable benefit to federal can
didates is involved, we feel, and certainly 
none distinguishable from benefit to the 
party as a whole. 

If this question is answered affirmatively, 
t he next would be, can such contributions be 
used to finance a Republican registration
drive. Again, benefit to federal candidates 
as opposed to state candidates is indistin
guishable. • • *" 

Mrs. D. c. WILLMoN, 
General Counsel. 

Source: Mrs. D. C. Willmon, General Coun· 
sel, Republican Central Committee of San 
Diego County, 482 E Street, Room 200, San 
Diego, California 92101 (June 10, 1975). 

AOR 197~22: Contributions or Transfers 
from Principal Campaign Committees. 

A. Endorsing Contribution to Political 
Party Oommittee (Request Edited by the 
Commission) . 

"DEAR MR. CURTIS: 
• • • • 

The principal campaign committee of a 
candidate is the payee of a check. Upon re
ceiving the check, the only action taken is 
an endorsement by the treasurer and imme
diate forwarding to a state committee of a 
political party. Does this constitute a receipt 
and expenditure by the principal campaign 
committee? • * *" 

STROM THURMOND, 
U.S. Senator. 

Source: Senator Strom Thurmond, 4241 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20510 (April 17, 1975). 

B. Expenditures of Committ ees Not Au
thorized by Candidate (Request Edited by 
the Commission) . 

" DEAR MR. CURTIS: 
• • • • 

If a person or political committee is spe
cifically authorized to soUcit and receive con
tributions, and specifically unauthorized to 
make expenditures, will the incidental ex
penditures of that person or committee be 
treated as expenditures by the candidate's 
principal campaign committee or as inde
pendent expenditures? • • *" 

STROM THURMOND, 
U.S. Senator. 

Source: Senator Strom Thurmond, 4241 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20510 (April 17, 1975). 

AOR 1975-23: Establishment of Political 
Action Committee and Employee Polltical 
Giving Program by Corporation (Request of 
Sun Oil Company). 

DEAR COMMISSIONERS: Pursuant to Section 
437f of Title Two, United States Code, it is 
respectfully requested hereby that the Com
.mlssion issue advisory opinion with regard to 
the following Sun 011 Company Responsible 
Citizenship Program. 

Sun proposes by appropriate corporate ac
tion to create a polltical action committee 
(Sun PAC) which wlll be maintained as a 
separate segregated fund and will be a re
porting political committee under the appli
cable Federal laws and regulations. 

In addition SUn proposes, also by appro
priate cprporate action, to establish a pollti
cal giving program for its employees (Sun 
EPA) which will be separate and apart from 
the activities of Sun PAC. 

Sun PAC will be established as a voluntary 
nonprofit unincorporated polltical associa
tion of certain employees of Sun appointed 
by Sun's management for the purpose of cre
ating such a committee. Sun PAC will be a 
membership association and every full-time 
hourly or full-time salaried employee of Sun 
or any of its subsidiaries shall be eligible for 
membership. (The Commission notes that 
Sun PAC has recently registered:) Sun PAC 
wlll be independent of any poUtical party, 
candidate or organization except that Sun 
will defray the costs and expense incurred 1n 
the establishment and administration of, and 
the sollcitatlon of contributions to, Sun PAC. 

The purposes of Sun PAC as stated in its 
Articles of Organization will be the "protec
tion, preservation and furtherance of the pri
vate enterprise system and, in particular, the 
protection and advancement of the industries 
and other types of businesses, in which pe
troleum-oriented industries may be engaged 
!rom time to time ... 

To achieve its purposes, Sun PAC will so
licit and accept contributions from individ
uals and from other political committees. 
Any funds so received will be expended to 
1n1luence the nomtnatlon for election and the 
election, of candidates for Federal and State 

elective public office. It is further contem
plated that Sun PAC could make contribu
tions to National, State and local committees 
of National political parties. 

Sun PAC will have a Chairman, Vice-Chair
man, Treasurer, Assistant Treasurer, and Sec
retary. These officers will be appointed by 
Sun. The Articles of Organization of Sun 
Pac (Article VIII) specify that each officer 
shall continue in office until his successor is 
appointed and qualified. Section Three of Ar
ticle VIII responses in the Treasurer the re
sponsibility for all funds collected by sun 
PAC and for maintaining all financial rec
ords. Further, the Treasurer is specifically au
thorized by the Articles to prepare, sign and 
file all reports required of Sun PAC by law. 

Sun PAC will also have a Contribution 
Committee which shall be responsible for 
the overall financial operations of Sun PAC 
and which shall have the responsibility of 
selecting the recipients of contributions by 
Sun PAC. Section Two of Article IX, how
ever, provides that the Contribution Com
mittee may delegate to the Chairman, sub
ject to the overall direction .of the Contribu
tion Committee, the responsib111ty for man
aging the financial affairs of Sun PAC in
cluding the power to determine the candi
dates and/or political committees that Sun 
PAC shall support. 

The contributions to Sun PAC will be vol
untary. No contribution to Sun PAC will 
be solicited or secured by job discrimina
tion or financial reprisal, or by threat of 
job discrimination or financial reprisal, or as 
a. condition of employment by Sun or any of 
its subsidiaries. 

The Articles of Organization provide that 
no funds of Sun PAC wlll inure to the pri
vate benefit of any member of Sun PAC, or 
any contributor thereto. The Articles also 
contain the usual provision regarding their 
amendment, except that certain sections are 
not susceptible to such amendment. In addi
tion, the Articles make appropriate provisions 
for the distribution of funds upon dissolu
tion of Sun PAC. 

Sun also proposes to establish a mecha
nism, whereby its employees may engage in 
political giving without contributing to Sun 
PAC. This political contribution plan, known 
as Sun EPA, wlll permit employees to con
tribute directly to political candidates, com
mittees, and parties of their choice. As its 
involvement in Sun EPA, Sun will establish 
a payroll deduction program whereby an em
ployee may direct that a certain amount 
of his compensation be deducted and sent 
to one bank chosen by Sun where the funds 
will be maintained on deposit in a separate 
account for such employee. 

When and if such employee wishes to make 
;a political contribution out of his sun 
EPA account, he wlll notify the bank di
rectly, stating the name and address of the 
recipient of such contribution, and direct 
the bank to draw a check to the designated 
payee. The bank will then draw the check to 
that named payee, deducting the amount 
from the employee's account. The bank will 
transmit the draft directly to the candidate, 
committee, or political party designated by 
the employee. 

The Sun EPA program is also entirely vol
untary. An employee's participation wlll not 
be encouraged or secured by job discrlmlna
tlon of financial reprisal, or as a condition of 
employment by Sun or any of its subsid
iaries. 

Further, Sun EPA will be entirely confi
dential. Except for the employee and the 
bank, no one wlll have any knowledge as to 
the recipients of contributions made by Sun 
EPA participants. :It should be pointed out 
here that the bank, on a quarterly basis, Will 
inform Sun of the total amounts of contribu
tions under Sun EPA for the quarter to spe
cific candidates, committees, or political 
parties receiving them, so it may be published 
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tor those participating 1n the plan. However, 
there will be no report as to the individuals 
whose contributions are included 1n those 
totals. 

In establishing Sun EPA, Sun proposes to 
assume costs incident to implementing the 
payroll deduction plan, plus any charges by 
the bank. These charges, 1f any, will cover 
the costs incurred by the bank 1n establish
ing and administering the separate accounts 
for participants, and for postage costs 1n 
malling checks to candidates, committees, 
or political parties. In short, no participant 
1n Sun EPA will incur any cost as a result of 
his participation 1n Sun EPA. 

KENNETH R. BURTON, Jr., 
Senior Attorney. 

Source: Sun Oil Company by Kenneth R. 
Burton, Senior Attorney, 240 Radnor-Chester 
Road, St. Davids, Pennsylvania 19087 (JUly 
9,1975). 

4l'8URFACE EFFECT SHIP 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, what I be

lleve to be an imPortant article appeared 
on July 241n the Washington Star, en
titled. 'The Navy's 100-Knot Warship: 
Civilians Aren't Convinced:· I ask unani
mous consent that the article be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the article 

discusses the Navy's surface effect ships 
program. A surface effect ship is a type 
of hovercraft. a ship that rides on a 
cushion of air. It is of great interest to 
the Navy because it is capable of very 
high speeds: 100 knots should be pos
sible with a ship of this type. 

As the article from the Star notes, 
the surface effect ship program, cur
rently in the research and development 
state, is meeting stiff resistance from 
some people in the Department of De
fense, particularly certain people in the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense. I 
think that, in order to put in perspective 
the objections to this program, we must 
look at the possible military potential 
for a 100-knot ship. 

A thorough understanding of the po
tential military importance of a 100-knot 
ship is vital if we are to evaluate ef
fectively the need for the rapid devel
opment of such a ship. Perhaps the most 
important potential relates to antisub
marine warfare. 

The threat we face today from the So
viet submarine force is awesome--much 
more serious, I believe, than many peo
ple are aware. As I noted when I spoke 
on the :floor on this subject last May 15: 

In total, the Soviets today possess about 
300 submarines-the United States has 115. 
Of that total 68 are nuclear powered attack 
submarines-the kind used to attack ship
ping, and 40 of those 68 carry antiship mis
siles . These are supported by numerous con
ventional attack submarines, of which 28 
carry antlship missiles. 

To counter these 300 submarines, the 
United States today possesses 99 destroy
ers and 66 other escorts. Thus, the So
viets have about two submarines for each 
American antisubmarine escort ship. 
Yet, as admiral of the Soviet fleet Gorsh
kov notes, in World War II for each Ger
man U -boat, there were 25 British and 
U.S. warships, and 100 aircraft, and for 
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every German submariner at sea there 
were 100 British and American antisub
marlners. Yet, nevertheless,~ slgnUl
cant numerical superiority of defenders 
was insu.ftlcient to force the attackers to 
fully curtail their active operation. 

We get some perspective on what the 
number of Soviet attack submarines 
means if we look at the number the Ger
mans had in World Warn. I am cer
tain every man in this Chamber remem
bers the dark days when the U -boats 
seemed to rille the Atlantic, when few 
Allied convoys got through to England 
without heavy losses, and when it ap
peared that German naval power might 
well succeed in starving the British into 
surrender. 

How many submarines did the Ger
mans have in their battle for the At
lantic? When war broke out in Septem
ber of 1939, Germany -lla.d a total of 57 
submarines. Of these, only 39 were ocean
going attack submarines. Again, if war 
broke out today, the Soviets would have 
about 300-about 10 for each the Ger
mans had. 

The crucial phases of the U-boat war 
were conducted with very few boats. In 
June of 1940, the Germans had 19 
U-boats at sea-two-thirds of their total 
operational boats. During that June they 
sank 63 ships, totaling 355,431 tons. 

In September of 1940, a year after the 
outbreak of war, Germany had only 27 
attack submarines, 12 fewer than at the 
outbreak of the war. By February 1941, 
the Germans were down to 21. Yet dur
ing the following month of March, the 
Germans sank 43 ships, totaling 236,000 
tons. 

Again, I think this gives a useful per
spective on what 300 Soviet submarines 
mean in terms of ability to cut the sea 
lanes. 

The surface effect ship program is one 
of the most promising potential an
swers to that Soviet submarine threat. 
Whereas a modem Soviet submarine can 
do over 30 knots, our latest antisubma
rine escort vessel can make only 28. A 
surface effect ship escort with a 100-
knot capability would have a vastly 
greater capability against that Soviet 
submarine than do present escorts. I re
member the account of the commander 
of one of the few German-type XXI sub
marines to get to sea before World War 
II ended. The type XXI was a much 
faster submarine than the standard 
U-boat-it had a top speed of about 18 
knots, compared to the 8 or 9 for the 
standard-type VII and type IX U-boats. 

This type XXI put to sea in the closing 
days of World War II. It encountered 
an allied submarine hunter-killer task 
force in the North Sea-a task force of 
destroyers and an antisubmarine air
craft carrier. According to the com
mander of the U -boat, his type XXI's 
speed enabled him to play tag with the 
antisubmarine task force--literally to 
play games with it, with no danger to 
the submarine. He did not sink any of the 
ships in that task force, because he knew 
the war was virtually over and had no 
desire to waste more human lives. But 
the antisubmarine force was no threat to 
him. Today, the Soviet nuclear-powered 
submarine is almost twice as fast as that 

type XXI and has unlimited endurance; 
but our antisubmarine ships are no faster 
than were the destroyers in that al11ed 
task force. 

I believe we have not faced up to the 
Soviet submarine threat, and that we 
must face up to it with new and much 
greater e1forts. Our whole commitment to 
NATO is meaningless if the Soviet sub
marines can control the Atlantic for 6 
months. It does not matter what happens 
on the ground in Central Europe if we 
have no way to supply and reinforce the 
Allied forces there. Just as Germany 
came close to winning two world wars 
with th~ submarine, the Soviets could use 
the submarine to win a future war in 
Europe. 

Again, the surface e1fect ship is a very 
promising answer to the ASW problem. 
Its speed would give the antisubmarine 
ship the speed advantage it had in World 
War II-of being two to three times as 
fast as the submarine. As the Star article 
notes, it would enable the ASW ship to 
keep its ASW helicopter-a very effective 
weapon against submarines-on station 
up to twice as long, because the surface 
effect ship can fall back behind a convoy 
to hunt a submarine, and then catch up 
to the convoy again because of its su
perior speed. 

Against this ba-ekground of the sub
marine threat, and the important ways 
the surface effect ship would give uc; a 
new tactical superiority over the sub
marine, let us now look at the objections 
some raise to the SES program. 

The stated objection, according to the 
Star, is that some believe further paper 
studies to be needed, to determine 
whether we should examine possible al
ternatives to the surface effect ship in 
the ASW and other potential roles. I 
agree fully that all alternatives should 
be evaluated, 1n terms of any mission. 
However, the real question is, in the face 
of the Soviet submarine threat, do we 
halt or substantially delay one of our 
most promising answers to that threat 
while the study is undertaken? Or is the 
threat serious enough that we should 
push ahead with this program, and pos
sibly with other potential programs, 
while we undertake the study? To me, 
the latter answer is the only correct one. 
I have already outlined the threat, and 
what I believe to be its seriousness. Even 
if some waste in money would be involv
ed in pushing ahead with a program to 
answer that threat. I believe it should be 
done. Let us ask ourselves, what will the 
cost be if the Soviet submarines come to 
control our sealanes? Is it worth paying 
some money now, in order to avoid that 
cost? I believe it is. We should note that 
when the Soviets want to test a new idea, 
_they build not one ship but a class. The 
Moskva and Leningrad are a good exam:
ple of this. 

There is, I believe, another objection 
to the surface effect ship program, one 
that is not stated. Quite simply, it is that 
a new program such as this is hard to 
analyze from a sci en title systems anal-
ysis standpoint, and the persons in Office 
of Scientific Development opposing the 
program are systems analysts. 

It is always difficult to perform an ef
fective systems analysis on a new pro-
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gram, because we have no hard data. 
That is inherent to a new program, a 
new system, or a new idea. It is true of 
the surface effect ship. It would have 
been equally true of other great advances 
in naval science, such as steam propul
sion. But that does not justify delaying 
or killing the program. It justifies, per
haps, objections from the systems anal
ysts, but it does not justify letting the 
systems analysts go far beyond their 
proper role and function, and override or 
ignore the military potential of a new 
system in making the overall OSD de
cision on that system. We saw under Sec
retary McNamara some of the danger of 
letting systems analysts run the whole 
show. I fear the McNamara lesson is 
being forgotten in OSD in relation to the 
surface effect ship program. 

I intend to work for the surface effect
ship program. I supported it in the Re
search Development Subcommittee, in 
the full Armed Services Committee and 
on the floor of the Senate. The basis of 
my support is not any vested interest-it 
is not built in the State of Ohio-but 
my tremendous respect of the Soviet sub
marine capability and my belief that we 
must act raJPidl yand decisively to de
velop a corresponding antisubmarine 
capability, which we do not now have. 

I do not wish to see pennyise and 
pound-foolish economizing destroy what 
may be our most promising answer to 
the Soviet submarine threat. I believe 
that any small amount of money which 
might be wasted by proceeding rapidly 
with the SES program-including the 
building of large prototypes-would be 
waste only in the most narrow view; any 
expenditure which could give us an effec
tive antisubmarine ship will ultimately 
be justified. I most certainly do not wish 
to see narrow systems analysis override 
military requirements, and if the systems 
analysts succeed in their apparent at
tempts to undermine or destroy the sur
face effect ship program, they can count 
on giving a thorough explanation of why 
to the Research and Development Sub
committee. 

The Soviet submarine threat is one of 
the most serious threats we face. It is a 
threat we have long tried to ignore, and 
which I think we still try to ignore in 
many ways, simply because it is so dis
quieting. The surface effect ship is an at
tempt to look at that threat and to an· 
swer it. As such, it can count on my full 
support. 

ExHmiT 1 
T HE NAVY'S '100-KNOT WARSHIP': CIVll.IANS 

AREN'T CONVINCED 
(By Vernon A. Guidry Jr.) 

For years, the Navy has envisioned a radi
cally different kind of warship, one t hat could 
hurtle over the world's oceans at unheard of 
speeds of 95 or 100 miles an hour. 

The attempt to perfect such a ship has 
been, by the Navy's testimony, one of its 
m ost important research efforts. But now, 
with Navy enthusiasm undiminished, the 
program has been slowed and could conceiv
ably be halted. 

The slowdown has come at the insistance 
of the civilians in the Defense Department 
who oversee research and development. They 
say the Navy has yet to demonstrate how the 
new craft, called the surface effect ship 
(SES), will fit into the fleet or what kind of 

mission its dazzling speed will allow it best to 
accomplish. Navy thinking has largely cen
tered on using the swift vessels in antisub
marine warfare. 

So the Navy, nearly in midstride, has been 
told to evaluate the SES and a number of 
other naval platforms before it begins to 
build the expensive, oceangoing prototype 
that will be the next stage of development. 

This evaluation, says one Defense official 
knowledgeable about the program, could 
mean "no SES or a different SES." 

The SES is a close relative of the more 
familiar hovercraft, which rides on a cushion 
of air trapped inside a flexible skirt which 
rings the craft. The flexible skirt enables the 
hovercraft to move over solid land as well as 
water. 

Like the hovercraft, the SES depends on a 
fan-generated, captured air cushion or bub
ble. But it must _keep to the water. TheSES 
has flexible seals at bow and stern to trap the 
bubble, but unlike the hovercraft, the SES 
has rigid sidewalls--actually, thin, narrow 
4ulls down its sides. -

The Navy has been at work on SES tech
nology since 1961, and it has done extensive 
work with two 100-ton research boats. One is 
an 82-foot version designated 100A and de
signed by Aerojet Corp., which uses water jets 
for propulsion. The other is a 78-foot craft 
built by Bell Aerospace Division of Textron 
using semisubmerged propellers and desig-
nated the lOOB. · 

The 100A looks like a sleek racer. Its bow 
seal gives it a gape-jawed look reminiscient 
of recent movie advertisements prominently 
featuring a shark. The lOOB, on the other 
hand, looks like a very large floating tennis 
shoe, the kind with rubber over-the toe. 

Inside, the craft are operated from con
trol areas that look much more like airplane 
cockpits than the bridge of a s.hip. 

The floating tennis shoe has come closest 
to matching the slogan attached to the 
research progra:;"l: The hundred knot Navy. 
In May, the Bell bpat .bit 82.3 knots, or 94 
miles per hour over a specially instrumented 
course. 

To reacll those speeds, the SES must do 
more than simply ride on a captured bubble. 
The point of the exercise, which has so far 
cost $200 million, is to ride over the water, 
not push it aside as conventional hulls do, 
thereby reducing drag and picking up a 
speed dividend. 

Up to about 40 knots, according to the 
Navy, drag on theSES and on conventional 
ships is about the same. That's because the 
air bubble forms a depression, a dimple 
under the SES. So, the craft is still pushing 
its way through the water much like a con
ventional ship must. 

But as the speed of the SES increases, 
the dimple moves toward the stern. When 
the craft reaches, then exceeds what the 
Navy calls its "hump speed," the bubble 
doesn't have a chance to form. At that speed, 
the Navy says, displacement is virtually nil, 
drag drops off and speeds of 80 knots or more 
are attainable. 

Those speeds are attainable only in fairly 
calm water. For a ship of oceangoing size, 
the Navy believes it would be able to do 80 
knots with waves up to a foot high. The 
speed would drop down to perhaps 50 knots 
when the waves hit 10 to 12 feet. 

And 3hip designers, like everyone else, 
can't get something for nothing. To get the 
speed, they've sacrificed range and payload. 
Other technical knots to untie include how 
to best propel the craft and how much pun
ishment its crew can take as it pounds along, 
hitting the wave tops at between 50 and 80 
knots. 

The Navy says it has the technical prob
lems well in hand. The prospect of having 
such speed in a warship is a heady one. 
Some have suggested that its introduction 
into the fleet would prompt changes com-

parable to those that followed the introduc
tion of the airplane and submarine earlier 
this century. 

So what comes next? The Navy thought 
it had the answer: Two 2,200-ton prototypes. 
That has been trimmed back to one large
scale prototype, the program has been pushed 
back a year, and the Navy has been told to 
conduct the evaluation of other advanced 
platforms. 

Disputes within the Defense Department 
over pace of deveolpment and the like are 
commonplace. But the difference of opinion 
between the Navy and Defense Department 
civilians over the readiness of the SES proj- . 
ect to move ahead to a large-scale prototype 
seems particularly sharp. 

The Navy has repeatedly been asked on 
Capitol Hill if it is ready to move ahead 
and it has repeatedly said yes. In one re
sponse to congressional queries, the Navy 
counted up l5 ·studies and 44 reports on the 
SES. "This sort of work is a continuing proc
ess, but we feel that only so much car: be 
learned from paper studies, and in the case 
of theSES, we have reached the point where 
prototype operations are necessary to vali
date SES assumptions and to provide solid 
performance data upon which to base fur
ther conceptual work," said the Navy. 

Yet the Navy has been asked to do an
other paper study, this time comparing the 
projected performance of an SES warship 
with that of such vehicles as blimps, hydro
foil ships, extremely long-range aircraft that 
might land and take off on the open ocean, 
other aircraft that gain efficiency by flying 
low over the water and advanced subma
rines. The test will be a war game involving 
what is called "Case 1," a NATO war scenario. 

Rear Adm. William L. Read, director of 
the Navy's ship acquisition division, has said 
he sees nothing in the study that will affect 
the SES. That prompted a congressional 
question about why the Defense Department 
was asking fc:>r $5 million f-rom the SES 
budget to run the study. 
- The reply, in the name of Dr. Malcolm 
Currie, director of defense research and en
gineering couldn't have been more blunt. 
"Ou.r development of theSES has been tech
nically rewarding, but we are now past the 
point at which we can afford to pursue purely· 
technical goals in this program. Before pro
ceeding into fullscale engineering develop
ment, it is essential to know what roles the 
SES is smted for," read the reply. 

" Unless and until results are obtained 
from this effort, there will be no rational ba
sis upon which to make a decision to commit 
to any specific development program," the 
reply concluded. 

Th e sticking point, says one Defense offi
cial, is the move from advance development 
to full-scale system development. It is a cru
cial point "because the implication is you're 
going all the way." 

This official says, "The people doing this 
job are quite focused. We're asking them to 
slow down and take a broader look." 

Most of the work on determining the m is
sion of the SES has concentrated on ant i
submarine warfare (ASW). Admirals look to 
the SES to regain the edge in speed that has 
gone to the submarine with the coming of 
nuclear power. 

War games already run have prompted the 
Navy to say the speed of the SES would con 
tribute greatly to existing antlsubma'l"ine 
tactics. Helicopters are extensively used in 
ASW. War games last fall predicted that an 
SES capable of carrying a helicopter could 
increase the range of the helicopter by 20 
to 40 percent and its time on station search
ing for enemy subs by as much as 100 per• 
cent. 

Civilian officials note the enthusiasm for 
the SES a.s an ASW platform, but they also 
note t hat the $412 million it would take to 
build and test the 2,200-ton prototype the 

I 
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Navy wants would make up a. substantial por
tion of the total ASW research budget. I! 
there were endless research and development 
funds, they note, the prototype trould be 
built. But · those funds aren't endless a.ild 
these officials insist that there has been no 
demonstration that the SES ''represents 
what we want to invest ln." 

The Defense Department~s go-slow position 
has won favor among members of Congress 
ionowing the project. 

"When the restructured program was spelled 
out for the Senate Armed Services research 
and development subcommittee, Chairm-an 
Thomas J. Mcintyre, D-N.H., said, ''It ap
pears that we have finally come full circle in 
this program. 

"For the past four years, this subcommit
tee has, in the face of the strongest Navy 
opposition, successfully prevailed in its ef
forts to keep the SES program on a deliberate 
and conservative course. I am convinced that 
had the program been permitted to proceed 
at the pace persistently recommended by the 
Navy, the major technical problems, sched
ule delays and substantial overruns which 
have occurred would have caused total can
cellation by now." 

In 1972, the program, including two large
scale prototypes, was estimated a.t $519.2 
million, total cost. Now, the program, with 
only one large-scale prototype, is estimated 
at $611.1 million. 

Other things have changed since the 1972 
estimates. One of them is the projected 
range of the craft. When Currie appeared 
b~fore the House Appropriations Commit
tee's defense subcommittee, he was ques
tioned by Rep. Blll Chappell, D-Fla., a cap
tain in the Navy reserve who says he gen
erally questions whether the Navy is moving 
fast enough in modernization of its surface 
fleet. 

But with the surface effect ship, "I haven·t 
made up my mind whether the thing is good 
or bad," says Chappell. · 

One thing that bothers Chappell is the 
range. The estimated range of the 2,200-ton 
version remains classified, but authorities 
note that it has been nearly cut in half since 
estimates were made three years ago. This, 
Currie acknowledged, "will make it much 
less useful; of course." 

With that range reduction, Chappell says 
he wonders "how you get them to where you 
want them when you want them." 

The Navy says the drop in range comes pri
marily from adoption of the water jet propul
sion system for the single prototype now 
planned. It is less efficient than the propel
lers used in the swift 100B research craft, 
but the technology involved in using the pro
pellers is riskier than that with the water 
jets. The Navy is stlll working on the propel
ler technology, but has opted for the jets in 
the prototype. 

The Navy and Currie's operation also aren't 
seeing eye to eye on the size of the prototype, 
a factor which has much to do with its abil
ity to operate in rough seas, its range and 
its payload. It is also a factor that could 
further delay the SES. 

The Navy feels the 2,200 ton model wlll 
demonstrate what it must about the open 
ocean capability of the SES. Currie wants 
a larger version, perhaps larger by-per .. 
cent, that would come closer to the size that 
would be required for an open ocean SES 
warship. 

The engines available now to put in such a 
ship won't push it to 80 knots however. Such 
a ship would require a marine version of the 
engine that powers the Boeing 747 jetliner. 

PANAMA CANAL 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. Presi{Jent, I would 
like to can the attention of my colleagues 
to an a~ticle by ~presentative CHARLES 

WHALEN, JR., Of Ohio, WhiCh appeat•ed 
in yesterday's edition of the Washington 
Post. 

Congressman WHALEN, of whom I hold 
in very high esteem, outlined a very 
poignant case for the continuation and · 
completion of · negotiations with the 
Government of the Republic of Panama 
over a new Canal .Zone Treaty. As Mr. 
WHALEN points out: 

The future of the Panama Canal may be 
one of the most explosive issues to con
front the Western Hemisphere during this 
century ..• 

I concur in this observation. At issue 
is the future course of United States
Latin American relations, in which we 
have a tremendous stake, and the nar
row, somewhat dubious national claims 
we might lay to the Panama Canal as a 
sovereign entity of this Nation. As Con
gressman WHALEN astutely notes, how
ever, even the issue of sovereignty is in 
dispute. 

Conclusion of a new treaty is expected 
within the next few months. Yet the negoti
ating principles already have come under 
sharp congressional attack. In the mistake 
notion that the Hay-Bunau-Varllla Treaty 
accords sovereignty to the United States 1n 
the Canal Zone (as early as 1904 our gov
ernment recognized that Panama remained. 
the titular sovereign there), legislative crit
ics argue that the proposed treaty repre
sents a "giveaway." 

The distinguished Congressman also 
points out that if we do not succeed 
in arriving at a new treaty t·elationship 
with the Republic of Panama, the Canal 
Zone most probably will be the target 
of uncontrollable violence ·as unre
strained nationalism will Oiice again rear 
its head as it has periodically since 1958. 
He notes: 

• • . the Canal Zone could be rendered 
inoperable. It is vulnerable to sabotage. 
Further, ship owners may be reluctant to 
route their vessel through the Canal where 
they would be "sitting ducks" for terrorists 
activities. 

As our distinguished negotiator, Am
bassador Ellsworth Bunker, has reminded 
us on numerous occasions, the United 
States is negotiating to protect our in
terests on the Panama Canal. Our inter
ests will be seriously jeopardized if such 
a treaty is not agreed upon between our 
two nations. 

Congressman WHALEN's article is an 
invaluable contribution to the debate 
within the Congress over a new Panama 
Canal Treaty. I would urge my colleagues 
to devote considerable attention to his 
well-thought-out presentation on be
half of a new treaty. 

I ask unanimous consent the article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, July 27, 1975) 

COLONIALISM AND THE CANAL 

(By Charles W. Whalen Jr.) 
It Is ironic that as it approaches the two 

hundredth anniversary of its independence, 
the United States 1s one of the world's re
maining colonial powers. Since 1945, approxi
mately 68 provinces have been ceded sover
eignty by their colonial masters. Yet our 
country continues to cling to a 553-square-

mile enclave in the he.art of Panama in a 
manner befitting the·· nineteenth century 
British raj. · 

In the fashion of its infamous East India 
precursor, the Panama. Canal Zone is admin
istered by a quasi-governmental company 
headed by a presidentially-appointed gov- . 
ernor. Ordinances prescribing the conduct of 
zone residents and employees are promul
gc.ted by the governor and enforced by Amer
ican-paid police. Alleged violations are prose
cuted by a United States District Attorney 
and adjudicated by a Federal District Court. 
Virtually all commercial enterprises and 
deep-water port facilities within the terri
tory are operated by Americans. For the ·use 
of its land we pay the government of Panama 
a miniscule $2.3 mlllion annually. Perhaps 
the most imperious manifestation of our 
presence is the election every four years of 
delegates to one of our country's major polit
ical conventions. 

The future of the Panama. Canal may be 
one of the most explosive issues to confront 
the Western Hemisphere during this century. 
Panamanians are deeply concerned that an 
alien power operates a de facto colony cutting 
a 10-mlle swath through the center of their 
nation. Considerable friction in United 
States-Panama relations already has resulted 
from the continuation of policies based upon 
the 1903 Ha.y-Bunau-Varllla Treaty. The 1964 
"flag incident," for instance, caused 24 
deaths. During the 1973 meeting of the 
United Nations Security Council in Panama 
the United States cast the third veto in its 
history to defeat a resolution supporting the 
Canal posture of the Torrijos government. 

Recognizing the volatlllty o! the situation, 
the Nixon administration in 1973 committed 
itself to renegotiate the 1903 document. On 
February 7, 1974, Secretary of State Henry A. 
Kissinger and Panamanian Foreign Minister 
Juan A. Tack signed an agreement embrac
ing the principles upon which future treaty 
discussions would be predicated. These in
clude: (1) a fixed termination date for the 
new treaty; (2) a return to Panama of full 
jurisdiction over the territory in which the 
Canal Is located in exchange for assurances 
that the United States would retain the 
rights, facilities, and land necessary for it~ 
operation and defense for the duration o! 
the treaty; (3) Panamanian participation in 
the administration and security of the Canal; 
(4) a more equitable distribution to Panama 
of the economic benefits derived from the 
Canal. 

Conclusion of a new treaty is expected 
within the next few months. Yet the nego
tiating principles already have come under 
sharp congressional attack. In the mistaken 
notion that the Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty 
accords sovereignty to the United States in 
the Canal Zone (as early as 1904 our govern
ment recognized that Panama remained the 
titular sovereign there), legislative critics 
argue that the proposed treaty represents a 
"giveaway." 

On March 4, 1975, Senator Strom Thur
mond (R-S.C.), joined by 37 colleagues, in
troduced S.R. 97, which expresses the sense 
of the Senate that the United States not 
surrender its "sovereign rights and jurisdic
tion" over the Canal. The Thurmond pro
posal exceeds by three the 34 votes neces
sary to block treaty ratification. A compan
ion measure (H.R. 23), initiated by Rep
resentative Daniel J. Flood (D-Pa.) has 126 
House cosponsors. On June 26, the House, by 
a 246-164 vote, adopted Representative Gene 
Snyder's (R-Ky) amendment to the State 
Department Appropriations Bill which de
nies funds "to negotiate surrender or re
linquish of any U.S. rights 1n the Panama 
Canal Zone." 

If the Senate refuses to consent to a new 
treaty with Panama, what might occur? 

First, our relations with .Panama and 
otheJ! Latin American states (and, Indeed, 
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the entire Third World) will be severely 
strained. 

Second, by rejecting Panama's bid for 
self-rule (a mood we failed to detect in 
Indochina), we could become involved in 
a protracted, unwinnable guerrilla war. 

Third, lives of countless United States 
citizens, residing in Panama, could be 
needlessly endangered. A distinguished 
American foreign policy scholar recently 
told me of his conversation with General 
Omar Torrijos. "What would you do with 
your National Guard," he asked the head 
of state, "if 5,000 Panamanians stormed the 
Canal Zone?" General Torrijos smiled and 
responded: "I would have a difficult deci
sion, wouldn't I? I would have to choose 
between shooting Americans or my own 
countrymen." 

Fourth, the Canal Zone could be rendered 
inoperable. It is vulnerable to sabotage. 
Further, ship owners may be reluctant to 
route their vessels through the Canal where 
they would be "sitting ducks" for terrorist 
activities. 

The forthcoming treaty debate, therefore, 
presents the Congress (the House may have 
to take certain implementing actions) with 
two important challenges. 

The first is a. test of congressional willing
ness to embark upon its own "new dialogue" 
with Latin America.. Panama. is an ideal 
country with which we could invoke a. hem
ispheric policy based, in the words of 
Chief Treaty Negotiator Ellsworth Bunker, 
on "new ideas, rather than old memories." 
Redefining our relationship with Panama 
will demonstrate United States' support of 
the principle of self-determination. It also 
Will signal our intention to deal with our 
other Latin American neighbors on a. truly 
equal basiS. 

The second will be a measure of congres
sional competence and responsibility in the 
foreign policy-making process. Will Con
gress' reaction to the new treaty be paro
chial, insensitive, and uninformed? Or will 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
accept the opportunity to avert a crisis be
fore it occurs by enabling an ally of long
standing to achieve a just and reasonable 
goal? 

In Panama, the issues are well defined 
and the consequences of our failure to adopt 
a new treaty are predictable. If Congress re
jects the treaty, the only question Will be 
the price, the United States must pay to 
defend the status quo. 

WALTERS. HYDE, VETERANS' 
ADVISORY COUNCTI., 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, it is with 
real sadness that I inform my colleagues 
of the passing of Walter S. Hyde, of 
Pawtucket, R.I., who is a member of the 
Veterans' Advisory Council to the Sen
ate Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 
Walter Hyde was an active leader in vet
erans' affairs both in the American 
Legion and the Pawtucket Veterans 
Council. I came to know Walter not only 
through his American Legion activities 
but also as Veterans' Service Officer with 
the Veterans' Administration in Provi
dence, R.I. In this capacity he gave his 
all to his fellow veteran. He worked 
un"Ceasingly to try and assist them solve 
a multitude of problems. His advice and 
counsel was sought by many and he gave 
of rumself freely. In essence, I am re
minded of the words of Angelo Patri 
who once said: 

In one sense there is no death. The life 
of a. soul on earth lasts beyond his departure. 
You Will always feel that life touching yours, 

that voice speaking to you, that spirit look
ing out of other eyes, talking to you in the 
familiar things h& touched, worked With, 
loved as familiar friends. He lives on in your 
life and in the lives of all others that knew 
him. 

The report mentions that little if any 
significant changes in the apparel of fire 
fighters has taken place over the last half
century. The sheer bulk and weight of the 
clothing and equipment which fire fighters 
must wear to work in the hazardous atmos
phere of their occupation is cited as a. 
factor in reducting the effectiveness of the 

THE ENERGY COST OF WEARING fire fighter. Heavy breather apparatus and 
FffiEFIGHTING CLOTHING AND bulky "turnout" coats were labeled as a 
EQUIPMENT contributing cause in fire fighters ex

haustion. The risks to firemen themselves 
have not diminished. To their credit, "they 
still push themselves to the outer edge of 
endurance . . . and sometimes beyond." 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, as a co
sponsor and strong supporter of the Fed
eral Fire Prevention and Control Act of 
1974, I have followed with great interest 
our Federal Government's efforts to as
sist firefighters in carrying out their 
highly dangerous but extremely neces
sary task. Congress took a major step in 
encouraging these efforts through the 
passage of the 1974 act which estab
lished the National Fire Prevention and 
Control Administration, and I hope that 
we will continue to do everything pos
sible through legislation and administra
tive action to support the local fire
fighter. 

One of the motivating forces for the 
legislation was the report by the National 
Commission on Fire Prevention and Con
trol, entitled "America Burning." In that 
landmark statement, the Commission re
ported that more than 7 out of 10 fire 
chiefs and firefighters surveyed early in 
1972 indicated that there is a need for 
greater innovation to improve the equip
ment and protective clothing fu·emen use 
every day. I can assure my colleagues 
that this response is quite understand
able. For example, the breathing ap
paratus designed to be used for 30 min
utes typically weighs 30 pounds. Often 
firefighters reach exhaustion long before 
the 30 minutes are up. The weight of the 
apparatus contributes, in fact, to the 
exhaustion. In actual use, moreover, a 
30-minute apparatus often provides less 
than 20 minutes protection as the great 
exertion requires more air. Also, "tum 
out" coats can be virtually sweatboxes, 
even when there are air vents under the 

The University of Maryland's Sports 
Medicine and Physical Fitness Center con
ducted a. study to determine the energy cost 
of wearing fire protective clothing and 
equipment. To make this determination, 
firemen performed a standard amount of 
work while wearing their fire fighting gear 
and while not wearing their gear. Energy 
cost (oxygen consumption) and other 
physiological parameters were measured 
under each of these two conditions. 

Career employees and volunteer members 
of the Takoma Park Volunteer Fire Depart
ment of Takoma Park, Maryland were used 
as subjects. Twelve of these firemen were 
randomly selected for the study. Subjects 
ranged in age from 22 to 47 years. All sub
jects had been active with the fire depart
ment for a. minimum of three years and 
were familiar with the MSA breathing ap
paratus supplied by the University of Mary
land's Fire Service Extension. One "turn
out" coat, donated by the Takoma Park 
Volunteer Fire Department. Each fire fighter 
supplied his own boots and helmet. The 
weight of the equipment totaled fifty-two 
pounds. 

The work performed for all testing con
ditions consisted of walking on a motor 
driven treadmill at a. speed of 3.4 MPH at a 
4% grade for six minutes. Under ordinary 
conditions the average person would be ex
pected to perform this amount of work at 
an energy cost of 5 METS. One MET is equal 
to an oxygen consumption rate of 3.5 mil
liliters of oxygen per kilogram of body 
weight per minute. One MET is also equal 
to the amount of energy expended during 
the resting state; therefore 5 METS is five 
times resting level. (Five METS is a moderate 
work load. The average American male in 
his mid-thirties has a. work capacity of 10 
METS. Athletes have work capacities of 

arms. 17-20 METS). 
In an effort to develop better equip- Walking on a treadmill was used as a 

ment and clothing for firemen, the Uni- mode of exercise since most people easily 
versity of Maryland's Sports Medicine learn how to walk on the treadmill and 
and Physical Fitness Center has co~ constant and uniform workloads m~y be 
ducted a study to cover the energy cost- objectively measured using the treadmill. 
of wearing fire protective clothing and Baseline data. for the twelve subjects used 
related equipment. The study used ca- in the study_ were:. age, height (in centi
reer employees and volunteer members meters) • weight (m ~Uogra.ms). resting 

. blood pressure, and restmg heart rate. Sta-
of the Takoma Park Volunteer Fire De- tistics derived from these data are shown in 
partment of Takoma Park, Md., as sub- Table 1. 
jects. The study proved rather conclu- During the two exercise bouts (with and 
sively that we must do much more to without gear), the following were meas,,red 
lessen the energy requirements of wear- for each subject; heart rate at the end of 
ing firefighting gear. each minute of exercise: and oxygen con-

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- - sumption, a.~d ventilation rates durin~ the 
sent that this excellent study be printed final (6th mmute) of exercise. The re~ults of 
. these measurements are shown in Figure 1 
ln the RECO~D. . . and Table 2 respectively. (Figme 1 not 

There bemg no obJection, the study printed.) 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ENERGY COST OF WEARING FmEFIGHTING 
CLOTHING AND EQUIPMENT 

In its report, America Burning, the 
National Commission on Fire Prevention 
and Control found that 70% of the fire 
fighters and fire chiefs responding to their 
nat-Ionwide survey stated that there was a 
distinct need for improvement in protective 
fire fighting clothing and equipment. 

TESTING PROCEDURES 

Testing procedures were as follows. When 
the subject entered the laboratory, his age, 
height, and weight were first determined. 
Electrodes were then applied to the chest 
(V5 position) and the subject wa.s seated in 
a chair. Chest leads were connected to an 
EKG monitor (Quinton model 621) and 
resting heart rate and blood pressure were 
determined. One-hal! the subjects were test
ed first with their gear followed by a half-
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hour rest period (during which all resting 
heart rates returned to normal values). After 
the rest period, subjects were then retested 
without their gear. This sequence was re
versed for the other half of the subjects. The 
testing sequence was randomly assigned 
among subjects. 

Each exercise test consisted of a 2 Itlinute 
accommodation period at 2.0 MPH, at which 
point the speed and grade of the treadmill 
was increased to 3.4 MPH at 4% grade. EKG 
recordings were obtained at the end of each 
minute of exercise for six consecutive min
utes. (Exercise heart rates were subsequently 
determined from the EKG recordings) . Dur
ing the final minute of exercise, expired air 
was collected in 350 liter Tissot tank. 

When subjects were tested without gear, 
a low resistance, high velocity (Collins 
Triple-J) breathing value was used during 
the collection period. When subjects were 
tested with gear, the hose leading to the Tis
sot tank was attached directly to the outlet 
side of the valve of the MSA face mask. Per
centages of carbon dioxide and oxygen in the 
expired air were determined from Beckman 
LB-1 and E-2 gas analyzers respectively. Dur·
ing testing sessions, temperature in the lab
oratory ranged from 7Q-71 degrees fahrenheit 
and relative humidity ranged from 33-36 per
cent. 

STUDY RESULTS 

The results of this study showed that the 
energy requirements of wearing fire fighting 
gear is considerable. This is evidenced in all 
three physiological parameters measured. 
Mean exercise heart rate during the final 
minute of exercise was 130 beats/minute 
without gear versus 165 beats/minute with 
gear. This difference of 35 beats/minute is 
a 27% increase in exercise heart. Mean oxygen 
consumption rates in liters/minute were 1.8 
without gear and 2.4 with gear. This differ
ence of 4.6 liters/minute represents a 33% 
increase in oxygen consumption. Oxygen con
sumption expressed as milliliters of oxygen 
consumed/kilogram of body weight/minute 
showed the same percentage increase. Mean 
ventlliation rates (total amount of expended 
air· in liters/minute) increased from 55.03 
liters/minute without gear to 73.75 liters/ 
per minute with gear. This difference of 
18.72 liters/minute represents an increase of 
34% in ventilation rate. Thus, all three para
meters indicate that for the sample of fire
men used in this study, the energy cost of 
wearing fire fighting protective clothing and 
equipment is roughly one-third above the 
energy required in performing what is essen
tililly a moderate work load. 

The results of this study demonstrate the 
obvious relationship between . tl)~ weight of 
equipment worn and energy cost. Om data 
showed that a 184 lb. (83.6 kg) firemen wear
ing 52 lbs. of equipment (28% of body 
weight) can expect an increase in energy 
cost of 33 % in carrying out his duties. In this 
respect, we concur with the National Com
mission's report that the bulk and weight of 
fire fighting equipment should be reduced. 
Additionally, we feel that it is equally im
portant that fire fighters should endeavor to 
achieve and maintain above average fitness 
levels. 

PHYSICAL FITNESS 

Muscular strength, muscular endurance, 
and aerobic capacity are essential compo
nents of physical fitness. As shown in this 
study, demands on the aerobic system from 
wearing the necessary protective clothing and 
equipment are considerable. Other factors, 
such as environmental he.at .. and humidity, 
increase these demands. Many studies have 
shown, that fitness components can be meas
urably increased and maintained through 
proper training regimens. Increase in fitness 
levels can be achieved with little cost. To the 
fire fighter whose work during a fire is often 

times physically demanding, the value of 
maintaining a high fitness level seems ob
vious. 

TABLE I.-BASELINE PARAMETERS (PREEXERCISE) 

Stand-
ard 

devia- Maxi- Minr-
Variable Mean tion mum mum 

Resting heart rate _________ 82.8 • 74 90 75 
Age (years) __ ____________ 32.2 8.13 47 22 
Height (centimeters) ______ 179.6 5.17 190 172 
Weight (kilograms) ________ 83.6 7.03 94.5 71.0 
Systolic blood pressure ____ 126.3 9. 21 144 116 
Diastolic blood pressure ___ 78.5 6. 50 90 66 

TABLE 2.-EXERCISE PARAMETERS (6TH MINUTE OF 
EXERCISE) 

Stand
ard 

devia- Maxi-
Variable Mean tion mum 

Exercise H.R. (B/M): 
With gear ____________ 164.58 10.81 180 
Without gear _________ 130.33 9.94 150 

0 2 Cons. (L/M): 
2.40 .176 2.62 With gear__ __________ 

Without gear_ ________ 1. 80 .183 2.11 
02 Cons. (ml/kg,/min): 

28.82 2.59 35.20 With gear ____________ 
Without gear_ _____ , __ 21.53 1.19 23.91 

Ventilation (L/M): 
9.33 83.35 With gear ____________ 73.75 

Without gear_ ____ ---- 55.03 6.23 65.82 
METS: 

With gear.-------- --- 8.25 • 74 10.10 
Without gear _________ 6.16 .34 6. 83 

Mini
mum 

140 
114 

2.10 
1.47 

26.28 
19.74 

55.89 
45.92 

7. 50 
5.64 

BUSING-THE ARROGANCE OF 
POWER 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the article "Bus
ing-The Arrogance of Power"-by 
Michael Novak which appeared in the 
Wall Street Journal of Friday, July 25, 
1975, be printed in the RECORD. It is an 
excellent analysis of the reasons for the 
failure of busing and might well be stud
ied by Members of Congress and mem
bers of the executive and legislative de
partments as well as by educators, par
ents, ·students, and all those interested 
in seeing ow· children obtain good edu
cations. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BUSING-THE ARROGANCE OF PoWER 
·~ (By Michael Novak) 

Busing is, in important ways, the Vietnam 
of the 1970s. It is a quagmire; a lost cause; 
taxation without representation; a policy of 
massive social engineering with little clear 
prospect of benefit; a mistake; a tragedy; 
breeder of endless demonstrations, riots, and 
dissent. 

At last count, only 4% of whites and 9% 
of blacks favored busing. Only "the best and 
the brightest," it seems, as in Boston, favor 
it. They designed it, they impose it, and they 
will never suffer their children to experience 
it. 

On its face, busing has racist presupposi
tions. A century ago, hardly literate immi
grant Catholic young women established a 
massive parochial school system which soon 
rivalled the well-financed public schools in 
the quality of discipline, instruction, and 
social mobility they imparted. But the as
sumption behind busing is that blacks, un
like Catholic immigrants, cannot learn in 
largely separate environments. They need 
an infusion of "white magic." They can learn 
only among whites. This is a preposterous 

assumption. Excellent black schools like 
Dunbar tn Washington give tt the lie. 

Busing arose as an issue in the South. 
There the court orders at first had the ef
fect of halting busing-of allowing blacks 
at attend neighborhood schools rather than 
of being bused away from home to all-black 
schools. 

JUDICIAL ASSUMPTIONS 

Next, busing advanced in the South from 
being an issue in de jure segregation. In cities 
an issue in de factor segregation. In cities 
like Charlotte, historic patterns of residen
tial segregation were diagnosed by the courts 
as having an unconstitutional effect on equal 
opportunity in. schooling. Here the courts 
made fresh assumptions: that education in 
more or less homogeneous neighborhood 
schools are inequitable; and that historic 
residential patterns have the force of unjust 
coercion. (The courts might have com
manded residential integration rather than 
school integration.) 

The structure of the courts' reasoning be
comes weaker and more dubious still when 
Northern cities like Boston, Buffalo, Pitts
burgh, Detroit and others come into view. 
consider the following propositions: 

(1.) The traditional residential patterns of 
Northern cities over the last 100 years have 
always involved de facto ethnic segregation, 
not only for blacks, but for virtually every 
ethnic group. 

(2.) In some cases, as in Boston and De
troit, more financial resources, federal pro
grams, and educational experimentation .have 
been lavished on predominantly black 
schools than on predominantly white ethnic 
schools of the working class. Rates of en
trance into college, drop-out rates, and other 
indices of the status of such schools are 
often comparable. 

(3.) Before 1900, 90%of all blacks lived 
in the South; and 90% of the white ethnics 
who now live in the Northern cities had 
not yet arrived. These two great migrations 
were not linked by slavery, were culturally 
almost totally unprepared for their future 
meeting, and came to their rendezvous with 
some different social skills, family traditions, 
disciplines, needs and aspirations. 

(4.) The average child of black migrants 
to the North was academically three or four 
years behind his average white counterpart 
even though blacks had English as a mother 
tongue. Even today, the average black child 
is academically at least a year behind the 
average white. 

(5.) The pattern of parental discipli.ne in 
the typical white ethnic home, particularly 
as between fathers and sons, is quite differ
ent from the patterns of discipline in the 
home, not of middle class blacks, but of the 
cost poor, despairing and suffering blacks. 

(6.)' The "street culture" of poor black 
students is of a different moral and emo
tional "life style" from that of both middle
class black and white ethnic students. In 
particular, incidences of premarital sexual 
expressions, illegitimate birth, hustling, in
timidation, and disruptive behavior are sig
nificantly different. 

(7.) The role of the family or family-sub
stitute in bringing about differential atti
tudes, behaviors, and success in school is 
undoubtedly ·the greatest single factor in
fluencing the classroom. The family is a 
more basic social unit than the school. 

( 8.) Class factors influence dramatically 
the attitudes, behaviors, aspirations and 
educational success of students in school. 

(9). Families choose their place of resi
dence-or judge its merit--by their prefer
ence for its neighborhood school as much 
as, or more than, by any other factor. 

If these propositions are true, then it must 
surely be predictable that 96% of the whites 
and 91% of the blacks would find busing a 
poor instrument for what a great majority, 
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both black and white, also desire: a genu
inely, peacefully integrated society. 

What seems to have been forgotten is that 
busing is merely an instrument, a tool, a 
method, not an end. The most appropriate 
question with respect to busing, as for any 
instrument, is "Does~ it work?" However 
moral the instrument may sound, "What are 
its effects" is the central moral question. 

In my view, busing of the Boston and 
Detroit sort is an immoral policy. It goes 
against the basic social principles of Ameri
can life; against family, neighborhood, class, 
ethnic, and even educational realities which 
are so basic they are seldom even voiced. 
Working-class whites who are bused have too 
much to lose: they face possible downward 
mobillty. Working-class blacks or poor blacks 
have too little to gain; indeed, the ensuing 
experience of cultural segregation within the 
purportedly integrated schools can be em
bittering. 

It would be lovely if greater contacts be
tween persons from different cultures always 
led to greater understanding and good will. 
In fact, contact often reinforces the worst 
stereotypes. This is particularly likely where 
the contact is unequal-when those of a more 
suffering lower class, educationally behind 
their peers, become tangible proof to other 
children of realities they had heretofore held 
to be mere bigotry. 

Human beings are not parts of a machine, 
to be anonymously fitted into slots. They 
approach each other from complicated past 
histories and diverse personal experiences. 
They do not perceive each other accurately, 
or easily find it possible to share honest 
transactions. Even highly educated blacks 
and whites often find honesty anguishingly 
difficult. What, then, about the less articu
late? To ride roughshod over such histories 
is to exhibit gross human arrogance. It is to 
invite great human disaster. It is to destroy 
integration in the name of saving it. 

EMBITTERING A GENERATION 

Forced busing will set back the advances 
of civil rights made during the past genera
tion by 20 years; a whole generation, and 
maybe another, will be embittered, just as 
South Boston and Roxbury are likely to be 
for decades to come. Finally folklore will re
count the ugly history for years. 

Busing is to blacv equality what Prohibi
tion was to the moral crisis of the Depression. 
It Is a flaming moral issue of dubious social 
judgment. Now, as then, the fundamental 
problem is economic. 

Blacks do not need buses; they need jobs. 
Having acquired solid jobs, the black family 
Will have an economic base. Then school will 
be meaningful, and its lessons liberating and 
inspiring. The key to integration in the 
United States Is a plan to allow every avail
able black worker to work; and to rebuild and 
to beautify black homes and neighborhoods. 
For families increase their net worth not so 
much through wages as through real estate. 

Most black neighborhoods were, hardly a 
generation ago, among the most solidly built 
and desirable in the Northern cities; re· 
stored, they would be far more valuable
as investments-than the flimsy modern 
housing of working-class suburbs. Under im
proved economic conditions, a black middle 
class and working class will integrate with 
whites as economic, social, cultural, and edu-
cational equals. . 

Economics first, education second. A cardi
nal principle both of Marx and of capitalism 
cannot be all wrong. 

NEW HANOVER COUNTY, N.C., SHER
IFF OPPOSES ANY TYPE OF GUN 
CONTROL 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the very 

fine sheriff of New Hanove1· County, N.C., 

is an outspoken man. He is also a splen
did law enforcement officer. Thus, I was 
exceedingly interested in his comments 
a few weeks ago relative to proposals for 
gun controls. 

Sheriff H. G. Grohman is quoted by 
the Wilmington, N.C., Star-News as 
saying-

I'm opposed to any type of gun control. 
This would not be, in my opinion, the answer 
to crime in high -crime areas. 

Then, Mr. President, Sheriff Grohman 
goes on to explain his position, with 
which I am in full agreement. In my 
judgment, his logic is unassailable. In 
order that my colleagues can have the 
benefit of Sheriff Grohman's views, I ask 
unanimous consent that an article pub
lished by the Wilmington Star-News, 
written by C. S. Ceanford, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SHERIFF OPPOSES ANY TYPE OF GUN CONTROL 

(By C. S. Crawford) 
New Hanover Sheriff H. G. Grohman dis

agreed Wednesday with federal Attorney 
General Edward Levi's proposal to ban hand
guns in high crime areas. 

"I'm opposed to any type of gun control. 
This would not be, in my opinion, the answer 
to crime in high-crime areas," Grohman 
said. 

He was referring to comments made by 
President Ford Tuesday night concerning 
gun control during the presidential press 
conference. 

Ford said the administration is considering 
a "responsible gun control program, possibly 
hinging on a ban against cheap handguns in 
high-crime areas around the nation." 

The President rejected proposals to regis
ter either the owners or their so-called "Sat
urday night specials" as a remedy for rising 
crime statistics, and referred to Levi's pro
posal as a "unique approach, an alternative 
way of meeting the problem." 

The term "high-crime area" should be de
fined, Grohman said. 

"A lot of good people live in the so-called 
'high-crime areas' of our country," he said. 

It is these people who would, in all prob
abillty, register their guns, if it came to that, 
Grohman said, adding "but obviously, the 
criminal would not register his handguns." 

Statistics have proved, he said, that nine 
out of ten times "the man committing the 
crime with a gun doesn't even live in the 
high-crime areas which are under considera
tion." 

Criminals, he said, go into high crime 
areas to commit crimes simply because "they 
are not known in those areas." 

Grohman placed special emphasis on his 
rejection of the registration of handguns in 
this fashion: "If we put control on hand
guns today, then there would be no end 
to our registrations." 

Many crimes today, he said, right here 
in the community, are being committed 
with sawed-off shotguns and rifles. 

Additionally, he said, many armed rob
beries are committed with knives or razors. 

"Is our next step the registering of these 
weapons?" he asked. 

"I would never want to see the day where 
an American is deprived of his right to 
defend his home, his business, or his prop
erty," Grohman said. 

All the statistics on handguns have not 
been made public, he said, "only those stat
istics which would support whatever some
one wants us to be informed about." 

"In the past over 10,000 people in our 
country used handguns to protect them
selves. These are good citizens who were 

placed in jeopardy by those who would have 
committed a crime against them," Grohman 
said. 

Why is it, he asked, "we do not hear about 
these statistics when the· subject of gun con
trol is broached?" 

"What would our crime rate be if these 
people had not the means to protect them
selves?" he asked. 

Today, he said, in all Communist countries, 
there is gun control. Hitler, he said, did the 
same thing in Germany in 1936-37. 

"Government control of handguns brings 
about many undesired features," he said. 

Instead of gun control, Grohman sug
gested a firmness in the area of punishment 
for crimes where a weapon is used. 

"The punishment should be ten times 
stiffer than that which we now have. And 
it should be a mandatory, complete sentence, 
carried out according to law," he said. 

The increase in crime, he said, "is due to 
the fact that we have too much rehabilita
tion before we ever have punishment." 

The judges in local courts, Grohman said, 
have been giving proper sentences in areas 
concerning handgun crimes. 

"But we no more than take a man to 
the Department of Corrections than we 
start getting letters from parole and prison 
authorities wanting our consideration into 
putting these people either on parole, or 
on various release programs, not to mention 
giving them weekend passes," Grohman 
said. 

These people, apprehended after the com
mission of a crime, given a fair trial and 
sentenced, are criminals. 

"They have committed a crime," he said. 
He said he believes in rehabilitation of 

those first offenders who commit non
violent crimes, "but I do not believe in 
leniency for hardened criminals." 

"When we start thinking of releasing our 
criminals before they have served their sen
tences, I feel that the criminal has never 
really felt the punishment of his crime,'' 
Grohman said. 

CAPITULATION AT HELSINKI 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, a par

ticularly timely commentary on the 
Helsinki summit appears in the August 4 
issue of Newsweek. Mr. George Ball, for
mer Under Secretary of State, writes 
against his long background in European 
affairs, and I believe his views will be of 
particular interest to my colleagues in 
the Congress who have expressed their 
own misgivings about the President's 
willingness to give legitimacy to the 
Soviet-imposed division of Europe. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Ball's article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

CAPITULATION AT HELSINKI 

(By George W. Ball) 
As every schoolboy should know, but too 

few do, before Catherine the Great barged 
down the Dnieper, Prince Potemkin dotted 
the riverbank with temporary vlllages to im
press the foreign envoys in her entourage 
with the power and achievements of Mother 
Russia. 

In many ways the Apollo-Soyuz space 
spectacular was quite as deceptive, but this 
time America played the Potemkin role. 
Though we billed the project as a joint en
terprise, the Apollo managed the rendezvous, 
sought, found, homed in on the Soyuz and 
kept the two spacecraft on course, while 
American VHF radio equipment was used 
aboard both ships. Yet, though our tech-
nology was indispensable, we conspired to 
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create the impression that the two nations 
are equally advanced. Then, by a symbolic 
handshake, we made it appear that the 
Soviets are our friendly partners for the good 
of humankind. 

All this was done in the name of "detente," 
which has become more an obsession than 
a policy. Of course, the President cannot take 
time to see Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, who 
speaks awkward truths about the Soviets; he 
must fly to Helsinki t o embrace Brezhnev 
and celebrate the European Security Confer
ence. And what a heart-warming occasion 
for the Soviet leaders who have peddled that 
conference for two decades! To have states
men from 35 countries drinking champagne 
to the conference's achievements before the 
eyes of world television is a triumph for 
Brezhnev and a defeat for the West. 

MOSCOW'S BENEFITS 

For, what do the conference documents 
really mean? 

First, the West solemnly concedes that the 
boundaries established wlth t he Red Army's 
help are "inviolable"-or, in other words, 
that the Soviets' Eastern European empire is 
never to be challenged. This, to the Soviets, 
is the equivalent of the World War II peace 
treaty we vowed we would never sign so long 
as Europe remained divided. 

Second, by sponsoring the conference, the 
Soviets will gain further claim to a status 
equal to the United Stat es. 

Third, the summit conviviality will ac
complish the prime purpose for which Mos
cow conceived it ; it will reinforce the wish
ful fantasies of many Europeans that since 
the Soviets are apparently so peaceloving the 
West can relax its guard, Europe need not 
unify, and close bonds with America are no 
longer necessary. 

Although Moscow thus gains rich benefits, 
the West's harvest from the conference is 
meager. The declaration con~ins the same 
language about refraining from the use of 
force and respecting sovereignty that the 
Soviets employed just before the Red Army 
occupied Prague. Though there are highly 
technical provisions for prior notification 
of military maneuvers, the Russians are un
likely to tell us anything we could not ascer
tain by our high-definition satellite photog
raphy. What the optimists emphasize are 
promises to make it easier to unite families, 
facilitate family visits and marriages between 
citizens of different countries, let more news
papers circulate, and so on. Unhappily, those 
commitments are in such general terms as to 
portend only miniscule holes in the Iron 
Curtain. 

BREZHNEV' S REALITY 

By contrast, the dividends for Brezhnev 
are not limited to a global improvement of 
the Soviet position; for him, the conference 
and the summit ceremonials are merely an
other-but indispensable-episode in a well
conceived scenario which has included Willy 
Brandt's Ostpolitik and will end with the 
Twenty-Fifth Communist Party Congress 
next February in Moscow. Against the back
drop of his triumph at Helsinki, Brezhnev 
can then retire with thunderous acclama
tion, leaving command of the party structure 
greatly strengthened-and thereafter the 
Soviet line may substantially harden. 

But how can we reconcile legitimizing the 
Soviets' stolen empire with our Western 
ideals? Practitioners of realpolitik-includ
ing Kissinger-apparently believe that, since 
the West bowed to the reality of the Brezh
nev doctrine by failing to interefere when 
Soviet tanks rolled into Budapest and Prague 
we lose little by formally recognizing that 
reality. Yet, should not American foreign pol
icy display at least a color of morality? It is 
one thing to refrain from starting World 
War III over Prague; it is quite another to 
drink toasts to the division of Europe and 
implicit ly sanctify with banal phrases Ger-

many's continued amputation. Should we 
not, at least, insist on the evil nature of 
the Berlin wall-that it is not a fortification 
to keep invaders out; it 1s a cage the Russians 
built to imprison peoples who would opt for 
freedom? 

Nor is it enough to answer-as some bu
reaucrats do--that though we never liked 
the European Security Conference we went 
along merely because some Europeans origi
nally favored it. Where is American leader
ship if we no longer even try to give direc
tion t o a combined Western effort? 

AMERICA'S NON-LEADERSHIP 

How can anyone justify our solemnly 
agreeing never to challenge the Soviet sys
tem in Eastern Europe just when a Kremlin
directed Commtmist Party in Lisbon is 
blatantly trying to add Portugal to that 
Soviet system? And why are we conniving to 
build up the Soviet Union in world opinion 
just when the Soviets are cracking down with 
renewed vigor on dissenters? 

Even had we not blocked the conference, 
we might still have exploited its diplomatic 
leverage. We might, for example, have con
ditioned our participation on Soviet coopera
tion in seeking a full solution for the Mid
dle East at a moment when there are moder
ate leaders in all relevant capitals. Instead, 
while Russia pours arms into Syria, we con
centrate bravura diplomacy on a partial Sinai 
withdrawal that buys time when delay is 
the enemy of peace. By leaving untouched 
the festering problems of Palestine, the 
Golan Heights and Jerusalem, we are laying 
the groundwork for later catastrophe, after 
oil wealth has equipped Arab armies with 
overwhelming military power. At the very 
least, might we not have gotten the Soviets 
to agree that they would actively join to 
block the expulsion of Israel from the United 
Nations? 

It is bad enough for America to acquiesce 
in a one-sided agreement in Helsinki; it is 
tragic to forgo the diplomatic leverage that 
might help resolve the most dangerous con
flict since World War II. 

HOW TO FINE TUNE AN ECONOMIC 
DISASTER 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, a very 
timely and important address on the 
state of our economy was delivered on 
June 10, 1975, by Charles Wohlstetter, 
chairman of the Board of the Continen
tal Telephone Corp. 

As Mr. Wohlstetter amply demon
strates, an anticapitalist mentality per
vades the legal structure of the Ameri
can economy. Through excessive regula
tions and controls, constructed over the 
years in jerry-built fashion by successive 
Congresses, we now have an economic 
system that defies description and makes 
a mockery of common sense. There is 
no doubt about our having the most dis
organized planned economy on the face 
of the Earth. 

On one matter we are not in doubt: 
The American economy is slipping. We 
have created so many impediments to a 
vigorous and healthy free enterprise sys
tem that we are actually declining as an 
economic power in the world. "America 
is in the midst of one of the most dan
gerous capital crunches in history,'' ac
cording to Mr. Wohlstetter. He points 
out, for example, that--

The Chase Bank has indicated that of the 
20 advanced economies, the United Sta..tes 
ranks 18th in terms of real economic growth. 
This is a. factor of productivity, and pro
ductivity depends upon capital investment. 

Mr. President, I invite my colleagues 
to examine the facts and statistics that 
Mr. Wohlstetter has compiled on retained 
earnings, depreciation allowances, and 
the proliferation of Federal agencies, 
programs, and regulations. They are 
alarming figures. 

In some respects, of course, Mr. Wohl
stetter's diagnosis of America's economic 
ills will not be news to many of my col
leagues. Indeed, there now seems to be 
widespread acceptance of the fact that 
our econorry suffers from an excess of 
regulations, bureaucratic controls, and 
unnecessary programs. I note that Sen
ators are becoming less reluctant to take 
a public stand for deregulation. 

Yet, the regulations and controls con
tinue to mount with each passing hour 
of the legislative day. This is encouraged 
in part by the Federal agencies and the 
beneficiaries of Federal regulations, 
which have a vested interest in these pro
grams, and by self-appointed public in
terest groups which relentlessly pursue 
their self -determined goals in the name 
of the people. But I sometimes wonder 
if these regulatory controls are not also 
encouraged in part by Members of Con
gress, who may be frightened by threats 
of reprisal of the special and public in
terest groups, or deluded by the specious 
notion that the job of a legislator is 
simply to pass more laws and fatten the 
statutes-at-large-at the expense of the 
taxpayers. 

In the current folkways of the Ameri
can Congress, it is more or less an ac
cepted practice-and let us be candid 
about this-for Members to inveigh 
against big Government in prepared 
speeches, while at the same time promot
ing more and more big Government on 
the floor of the Senate, and i!1 commit
tee, in order to keep getting reelected. 
How many times have we all heard a 
Senator confess in private that a par
ticular bill was bad, but that he had to 
support it because the news media back 
home would be angry and critical if he 
did not? Such is the state of public 
morality today, in which we hear too few 
protests when selfish interests are pre
ferred to the general interest, and too 
many hoorays when this distorted order 
of priorities prevails. 

An argument can be made, of course, 
that some of these bw·eaucratic regula
tions can be justified on the ground that 
they prevent monopolistic practices, en
courage competition, produce a better 
environment, and aid the consumer. The 
point is there are too many-far too 
many-that prevent competition and are 
too costly in terms of time, labor and 
money, from the producer, the worker, 
and the consumer, to be justified. What 
is desperately needed today is regulatory 
I'eform, across the board, and a general 
reduction of those regulations that are 
clearly not in the public interest. 

Mr. Wohlstetter's excellent address to 
the members of the New York Telephone 
Association underscores the need for the 
major reform and points us in the right 
direction toward a total rethinking of the 
present relationship between Govern
ment and business. If Mr. Wohlstetter's 
warnings go unheeded, and we continue 
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along our present path of destruction, 
it is difficult to escape the conclusion that 
further erosion of the American econ
omy shall be the negative contribution 
of the 94th Congress to the country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the address of Mr. Charles 
Wohlstetter of June 10, 1975, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
How TO FINE TuNE AN ECONOMIC DISASTER 

(By Charles Wohlstetter) 
Good day. Thank you for this opportunity 

to share some of my concerns with you. In 
considering a topic for today's talk, I found 
that the N.Y. Public Service Commission's 
thoughtful study on interconnect made fur
ther comment redundant. I then thought of 
Henry Kissinger as a possibility, since this 
seems to be the season for it. What is more, 
the sporting blood coursing through my veins 
rose to the idea of shooting at a moving 
target. On reflection, I decided that by the 
time I got around to addressing this gather
ing, Henry would probably be out of season
he would have gone the way of "Peace with 
honor," "Bring the boys home," "Peace in 
our tlme," and "Millions for defense-not 
one cent for tribute." The New York Knicks 
and the Rangers joined Howard Cosell as 
inappropriate subjects for discussion so that 
left me with just what I read in the papers. 

It is difficult to read the news without 
finding something about "fine tuning" the 
economy and that sounds interesting. Even 
if I don't understand what fine tuning 
means, I am equally sure that no one else 
does. I do know, however, that our sense of 
economic security has been severely under
mined, that the fundamental concept of free 
enterprise has been under continuous attack 
and, finally, that we have done very little 
to create a climate for anything but an ad
versary relationship between business and 
government. Much as I deplore that situa
tion, I believe that I understand quite well 
why it exists. 

It would be idle to deny that the federal 
government has played a major role in 
spreading the gospel of the professional 
causists. It supports the view that business is 
at the root of most of our problems and 
should be placed in durance vile. That is a 
most popular theme today-but is specious. 

For a moment let us examine the vexing 
problems which our nation faces and forget 
that pejorative expression-business. 

America is in the midst of one of the most 
dangerous capital crunches in history. The 
Chase Bank has indicated that of the twenty 
advanced economies, the U.S. ranks 18th in 
terms of real economic growth. This is a fac
tor of productivity, and productivity depends 
upon capital investment.t Investment in new 
plant has fallen behind that of our business 
competitors in the rest of the world because 
we refuse to recognize some basic economic 
facts of life. In this case, unless we make 
it attractive to invest money in plant by es
tablishing realistic depreciation rates, we are 
going to fall further behind. 

Cumulative after-tax corporate profits have 
dropped from $36 billion in 1965 to $16 bil
lion in constant dollars in 1974. 

Retained earnings in 1974-a major source 
of capital-fell short of supporting additional 
productive capacity by an estimated $10 
billion, according to our own Treasury De
partment. 

Again, according to the Chase Bank, it is 
going to take twice as much capital to build 
America during the next 10 years, as it took 
the last decade-close to $4.1 trillion. Of this 

1 Secretary William Simon, Address March 
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we can only hope to create-by way of 
profit-perhaps $2.6 trillion--or expressed 
in another way we will have a short fall of 
$400 million a day--everyday of the decade. 
Further, private domestic reinvestment last 
year represented only 15.7% of our GNP. In 
Germany this figure was 26%, in France 
28% and in Japan 37%. This clearly indi
cates that even though our industrial plant 
is at least two years older than that of Eu
rope or Japan, we are not even attempting 
to catch up. 

Everyone in this room knows that depre
ciation rates are unrealistic. After seven 
years we can recapture less than 70% of 
our plant cost while Sweden permits 130%. 
In other words, in addition to more liberal 
depreciation allowances. Socialist Sweden 
factors in the real world of inflation. Ask 
yourself if you can replace your present 
telephone plant given a continuation of thls 
policy. 

Instead of addressing themselves to the 
root cause of our problems, the decline of the 
capital formation process, our politicians 
have shortsightedly catered to the so-called 
"have-nots"; responding to emotional ap
peals, they have inundated us with an in
credible number of social desirable reforms 
that are realistically unattainable. 

James Reston reported sometime in 1966 
that there were 170 different federal aid pro
grams on the books. They were financed by 
over 400 separate appropriations and admin
istered by 21 fed.eral departments and agen
cies. In turn, these were aided by 150 Wash
lngton bureaus and over 400 regional offices. 
To the average person this would have seemed 
quite enough, but apparently it was not and 
it has become abundantly clear that our leg
islators have not crossed the line of history; 
they do not accept the fact that the day of 
business pirates and robber barons has long 
since passed. 

The noise from special interest groups and 
instant experts has overwhelmed the abil
ity--or the desire--of Congress to make judg
ments on the facts. They have, therefore, 
ground out an Incredible spate of antibusi
ness legislative acts. In the past decade there 
have been more than 60 pieces of legislation 
enacted by Congress affecting the manner in 
which businessmen can go about their busi
ness. Most of these carry very laudable titles, 
but are frequently counter-productive and 
defeat the very purpose for which they were 
designed. 

This tells me that there can be only one of 
two answers. Either our law makers are skllled 
in self-deception, or they simply do not un
derstand the economic crisis facing this 
nation. 

In the interest of brevity, I will name only 
a few of the Acts placing constraints upon 
business. These are aimed at telling business
men what they have to do, or, more often, 
what they may not do. They are attempts to 
legislate honesty and product quality into 
business. They also presuppose that the 
American people are basically not very bright 
or capable of exercising good judgment-an 
assumption with which I strongly disagree. 

Here are some samples: 
Consumers• Protection Safety Act; 
Longshoreman and Harbor Workers' Act; 
Fair Packaging and Labeling Act; 
Manpower and Training Amendments; 
Taxation of Foreign Securities and Traffic 

Safety Act; 
Water Resources Planning; 
Interest Equalization Tax; 
Flammable Fabrics Act; 
Truth in Lending; 
Wholesale Meat Act; 
Wholesale Poultry Products Act. 
In 1973 and 1974 a Commission on Federal 

Paperwork was established. That takes its 
place with Aesop's Fables as prescribed read
ing for people interested in fairytales. 

Federal standards for occupational safety 
and health were set. Amusingly enough, are-

cent investigation revealed 300 violations ot 
their own rules in OSHA itself. 

This list, of course, is much longer, and 
each of these legislative acts translates into 
paperwork for business. The language of the 
bills is often vague, and sometimes contra
dictory. They lend themselves to interpreta
tions that are most frequently made in a 
capricious manner by the agencies that are 
responsible for compliance. Unhappily, the 
agencies are growing faster than the indus
tries they oversee. 

Almost every measure adopted to cure a 
social or economic problem has resulted in 
the opposite effect. The minimum wa,.e bill 
~as effectively prevented industry fro~ giv
Ing employment to teenagers and particu
larly minority groups because of their corpo
rate inability to pay. 

Welfare policies of the '30s were rational 
and effective measures for temporary relief 
of competent people who were unemployed 
because of the Great Depression. In the '40s, 
when the crisis had passed, the Administra
tive agencies were still ln existence. Being 
government creations, they could not be 
abandoned. In the '50s, when the influx of 
people to our large cities created a different 
problem, we used the same medicine and in
creased the helplessness and despair of the 
masses. When our failures were obvious-we 
?oubled the budgets. The extravagant prom
Ises of a near term utopia and the failure of 
this promise to materialize has formed the 
basis for a kind of Violence in our country 
that is as unfainiliar as it is frightening. We 
more often than not accept the bombings 
and acts of Violence against our police as 
social statements of a frustrated minority 
and have lost our perspective with regard to 
the national goal of insuring "domestic 
tranquility." 

The farm program, designed to save the 
small farmer has been used to sub~idize the 
large, heavily industrialized farms. 

Nothing I have said should suggest that I 
am inveighing agalnst social programs. I am 
opposing the boondoggling, unrealistic ex
tremes to which we have been driven. Let 
us do what we can, short of committing fi
nancial suicide and losing all in trying to 
do too much. 

Medicare has been retailed to our citizens 
as a service that will cost them nothing. That 
is nonsense, of course, because a health serv
ice of this kind is simply prepaid medical 
care. Doctors, hospitals, medication, and so 
on, have to be paid for by somebody. Low 
income citizens have been led to expect thls 
somebody will be somebody else-that the 
rich would foot the bill. But there never 
have been a sufficient number of rich people 
to support the burdens of so many social 
programs. 

Peter Drucker observed that these planned 
programs are in effect taxation and compul~ 
sory savings that force everyone to pay for a 
service-whether he wants it or not. Our law 
makers have fostered the notion that they 
could somehow make the cost go away and 
produce something for nothing or at the 
expense of only an amuent Ininority. Applied 
to the local level, how do you think Mayor 
Beame feels about that idea now? 

We are in this terrible difficulty because of 
the illusion that by the simple act of turning 
things over to the government, the problems 
will dissipate. Once our nasty businessmen 
had been effectively ellminated, all govern
ment decisions would be reasonable, auto
matic-and benevolent. 

The fact is that the most despotic govern
ment at the turn of the century never dared 
to invade our private lives as income tax 
collectors do routinely. No mindless bureau
crat of that time could have conjured ques
tionnaires that the federal government ex
pects even the small businessman to fill out 
in the most useless and minute detall. With 
it all, government has become the largest 
employer in our society. This should be sur-
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prising because the record of the last four 
decades is scarred by the evidence of their 
inept performance. Growth is usually the re
sult of efficiency. Apparently these rules do 
not apply to government. We are being 
subtly deprived of our liberties in return for 
short range cosmetic objectives. 

In the 18th century, J. P. Curran said, 
''The condition upon which God has given 
Hbcrty t<> man is eternal vigilance." We have 
bzcome so slothful that gradual encroach
ment of our liberties has gone almost un
noticed. Since there e.re very few who are 
influenced by new theories after they reach 
maturity, the ideas of civil servants and 
politicians are unlikely to be relevant to cur
rent conditions in a world that has so 
radically changed in one generation. 

What can we do about it? 
First, we must r·ealize that our problems 

are complex, deep and particular. They can
not be solved by simply turning them over to 
the government and forgetting them. There 
are only two things that government has the 
capacity to do: fight wars and spend money. 
Our politicians cannot solve the problem by 
simply reaffirming the ideals of our FouncUng 
Fathers. We are too caught up in the idea. 
that there is an instant solution to every 
problem. Too many of us watch these instant 
solutions on our nightly TV programs. 

We have lost sight of tile fact that all life 
is some sort of struggle; our schools are part
ners in this deception. The educational sys
tem denies the value of hard work in educa
tion. The student grows up in an atmosphere 
where education must be turned into a game. 
Learning has to be fun-perferably played 
with audio-visual gadgets and group partic
ipation, directed by actors and comedians in
stead of teachers. 

If our law makers believe that simply re
stating our aims without telling us how to 
reach the target is sufficient for their pur
pose, it may be enough for them-if their 
purpose is to get elected. But it is not enough 
for this nation. As their high sounding rhet
oric falls easily from their lips, they seem 
to propose that our national goals appear on 
some sort of document which we have lost 
or mislaid. If we find this document we will 
have a road map that tells us how to proceed. 

We seem to be looking for it in odd places. 
Perhaps it is graven on Mount Rushmore be
neath the faces of some of our presidential 
greats. Or it might be lost In the archives of 
the Library of Congress and we need only to 
send a. research assistant to find it and set 
us on our course. 

I believe that the answer to our predica
ment is readily available to us-as long as 
we do not blind ourselves to the obvious 
failures that have resulted from our over
weening desire to give everybody everything 
he wants, in lieu of creating a society in 
which needs are satisfied, within the limit 
of our resources-natural, creative and phys
ical. We must balance these objectives with 
our abillty to pay. Not when the millennium 
comes, but in a bellevable time-frame. 

We cannot select as leaders people who fol
low the mob, for the mob obeys the logic of 
its own passions. Eric Hoffer said that "If 
a. society is to preserve stability and a de
gree of continuity, it must know how to keep 
its adolescents from imposing their tastes, 
values and fantasies on every day life." By 
listening too long to those who tell us what 
to do and too little to those who counsel us 
on what we can do, we have spent ourselves 
into a paralysis compounded by bankruptcy. 

Now we enjoy maximal leisure and mini
mal discipline. Instead of some mystical "fine 
tuning" of the economy, the solution is mani
festly available to us. We must be prepared 
to sacrifice some short-term comforts in 
order to insure that the business commu
nity, which is the underpinning of our abil
ity to provide our citizens with the things 

they can reasonably expect from life, is not 
the victim of impassioned rhetoric; that it is 
supported in its endeavor to do those things 
for which it is better equipped than govern
ment. 

This means that the government should 
balance our social n~eds against the ability 
of our machinery to create productive jobs 
for our people; that they should recognize 
that it is a self-defeating exercise to issue 

100 tax rebates, which in themselves may be 
taxable income at the state level; that en
couraging business by a. realistic forward
looking tax structure is in the last analysis 
the only answer; and that "fine tuning" the 
economy by competing in the capital mar
kets with enormous issues of government 
paper is the sure road to destroying our pro
ductive potential. Gresham's Law is still valid. 
American industry is capital starved; many 
corporate balance sheets t..re shockingly 
weighted in debt. And yet, corporations are 
being forced to index into their future more 
and more debt at rates that have been pushed 
kyward by profligate government spending. 

Since we seem to be doing all the wrong 
things, it is safe to assume that we don't 
know how to do the right things--or at the 
very least are unwilling to do them. It is in
disputable that nothing so expediently dis
credits theory as practice. Theory is impor
tant, but it is not everything, and we cannot 
live by abstract theories alone. 

The most immediate task before us is our 
need to face the reality of our situation. We 
cannot lose sight of the fact that it is not 
propaganda, illusion and sedatives that will 
permit us to climb out of this economic 
quicksand that imprisons us. It is the re
kindling of the work ethic; it is understand
ing that changes o.re good only if the bene
fits to society exceed the costs; and above all, 
having the courage to say no when no is the 
right answer. · 

Talking to ourselves in this kind of forum 
is an exercise in frustration. I need not con
vince you that business is a bad word 1n 
Washington, in the media and in our schools. 
What is required now is a massive effort on 
our part to establish a means of communica
tion with the public and the elected officials. 
It is incumbent upon you to develop ways of 
telling your employees how they are being 
sold a "bill of goods." You must enlist their 
aid in getting this message radiated to Con
gress. 

When you vote, make sure you know how 
your candidate stands on the issues that af
fect you. Make certain, also, that you see 
your Senators and Representatives and let 
them know that you have a. voice and that 
you are also included in the Bill of Rights. 
Encourage your employees to do likewise. 

We can stop listening to our politicians 
who are pretending that our difficulties are 
temporary and will dissolve when shale oil 
runs out of our faucets--or that they wm 
disappear through the passage of some short
term gimmicks like more social legislation 
paid for in funny money. 

The challenge we face is in finding a mid
way which recognizes that an individual
up to a point--has the need to overcome dif
ficulties in order to acquire a. sense of ac
complishment--not struggling as in a sweat
shop, but also not in a lotus-eating environ
ment. If we follow the latter course, there 
will soon be no more lotus to eat. 

The foregoing program does not ensure 
that all of this wm become clear to official
dom in one cosmic flash. Governments are 
not really "of the people, by the people and 
for the people"-that is utopian. It is un
likely that we can identify objectives shared 
by a. whole society. It is uncertain that we 
can agree on universal alms-except in such 
vague terms as to be meaningless, such as 
"make everybody happy." It is probable that 
not everyone would share that aim, if in-

deed they could agree on what happiness 
was. Nevertheless, attempting to get your 
story across may establish the possibility 
that you have a future instead of insuring 
that you have no future at all. 

Finally, if we continue to remain passive 
and to close our eyes to the spendthrift 
philosophies which are impaling us, we will 
have ignored the sage observation of that 
comic strip character Pogo, who said, ··we 
have met the enemy and it is us." 

Thank you. 

ISRAELISETTLEMENTS:OBSTACLES 
TO PEACE? 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, to 
those people who are concerned abau c; 
a peace settlement in the Middle East, 
an article in today's Washington Post 
by Michael Adams is not only disconcert
ing but is further evidence of the real 
objective of Israel-retention of the 
territories taken from the Arabs by 
force. Mr. Adams' article makes it clear 
that all of the side issues, such as 
whether or not Israel will negotiate with 
the Palestinians, how many miles of the 
Sinai they will relinquish, et cetera, are 
just that-side issues. The Arab con
frontation countries have stated time 
and again that they will not only recog
nize Israel within defined boundaries but 
that they will sign a peace treaty with 
Israel as well. And the Palestinians have 
made it known that they will accept a 
state of their own consisting of the West 
Bank and the Gaza Strip, provided the 
tenitories occupied by Israel since 1967 
are returned. There has been knowledge 
of permanent settlements being built in 
the occupied territories for a long time 
now but such knowledge has been hidden 
from the Ame1ican public by press cov
erage which is overly favorable to Israel. 

Once Israel's objectives are made 
clear, as Mr. Adams' article has done. 
then it is clear what U.S. policy must 
be if our Government truly wants a set
tlement in the Middle East. And that 
policy option is to apply whatever pres
sure we have available, and we have a 
great deal available, directed toward the 
result of the retun1 of the occupied 
ten·itories to the Arabs from whom these 
territories were taken. 

We are told that the Ford administra
tion understands that this must be done. 
We are also told that Congress remains 
the obstacle. If that is true, then I would 
hope that every Member of Congress will 
consider the clarity with which Israel's 
1·eal objectives have been stated by their 
own actions of building permanent set
tlements in the occupied territories. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article entitled "Israeli 
Settlements: Obstacles to Peace?" be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the R ECORD, 
as follows : 
[From the Washington Post, July 28, 1975] 
ISRAELI SETTLEMENTS: OBSTACLES TO PEACE? 

(By Michael Adams) 
Israelis and others who favor an eventual 

overall settlement in the Mideast are wor
ried about the Israeli government's contin
ued policy of esta.bllshlng Jewish settlements 
1n the occupied territories. 
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There are now more than 50 such settle

ments and, it is felt, to abandon these could 
be even more difficult psychologically and 
politically, for Prime Minister Rabin than 
giving up the Sinai passes. Indeed, the set
t lers who are carrying out this ambitious 
plan of colonization (the word is constantly 
used in Israel by both support ers and critics) 
m ake it very plain they are there to stay. 

The most striking current developments 
are in northeastern Sinai. Last month I 
visited the complex of civil ian set tlements 
wh ich is being created in t he "Rafah ap
proaches" with the express purpose of inter
posing a Jewish buffer between Egypt and 
the Palestinians in the Gaza Strip. Already 
four moshavim (agricul tural cooperatives), 
each with a population of some 50 families, 
h ave been planted around the nucleus of the 
new City of Yamit, for which an eventual 
population of 250,000 is projected. 

The fact that these are civilian settle
ments, although under the aegis of t he Is
raeli military gov.ernment in Sinai, is sig
nificant in terms of international law. Under 
t he terms of Article 49 of the fourth ·Geneva 
Convention (to which Israel is a signatory), 
"the occupying Power shall not deport or 
tra.nsfer part of tts own civilian population 
into the territory it occupies." 

Elsewhere, and notably on t he Golan 
Heights and th~' West Balik, t he Israeli set
tlements are mostly nahais. There are para
military settlements where conscripts com
bine military and agricultural service in bor
der areas, and it is possible for the Israeli 
government to argue that their presence is 
justified by considerations of "security." 

No such claim could be sustained on be
half of the civilians who will be moving into 
the first 200 housing units at Yamit in about 
a month's time, or to those already in resi
dence at Moshav Sadot, where the visitor 
gets a strong impression of permanence from 
t he high-quality roads and buildings, among 
them a "community center" with an. audi
torium where on the day of my visit a play 
was being stagea before an audience of sev
eral hundred people. 

All this is in Egyptian Sinai. on land from 
which the Bedouin inhabitants have first to 
be expelled (the rump of the Arab village of 
Abu Shunnar survives precariously in a grove 
of palm trees between the prefabs of Yamit 
and the sea), causing vociferous protests 
from liberal elements inside Israel. The gov
ernment overrode the protest and has allo
cat ed 67.6 million Israeli pounds (about $11 
million) for the building of housing in 
Yamit and in the near-by Gaza Strip during 
1975; of this, according to the newspaper 
Davar, 50 million Israeli pounds had already 
been spent by the beginning of April on 
Yamit alone. 

When I asked a young immigrant from 
Canada, who was there with her small 
children, whether she did not feel that the 
presence of the settlers made nonsense of 
Israel's professed desire for a negotiated 
agreement with Egyptians, she shrugged 
h er shoulders. The~e were quest ions for the 
politicians; as far as she was concerned, this 
was home and she liked it and there could be 
no question of leaving. Others reminded me 
of Mr. Rabin's recent statement : "We have 
not established settlements in order to aban
don them." 

Elsewhere in the occupied ten·ltories the 
pa.ttern of colonization is only a little less 
ostentatious. In the Gaza Strip, three kib
butzin have been strategically placed to sepa
rate and control the main areas of Arab 
habitation. Overlooking Hebron, the Jewish 
settlement of Kiryat Arba now contains 250 
apartments, with another 250 under con
struction-although the government is find
ing occupants for them and most of the 
existing residents in fact commute to work 
in Jerusalem, abandoning the industries spe
cially established for them on the spot to 
Arab workers. 

At Kfar Etzion, between Hebron and Beth
lehem, a ·fourth settlement has been added to 
the three already established since 1967, and 
two or three miles farther north on the road 
to Bethlehem yet another is almost ready for 
occupation, although no mention has been 
made of it publicly. 

Out of a score of earlier settlements on the 
West Bank, the majority are nahals strung 
along the Jordan valley but the latest and 
most controversial project is for the creation 
of an industrial zone at the site known as 
Maale Adumim between Jerusalem and Jeri
cho. Here elaborate preparations are under 
way, in the form of road building, the level
ing and clearance of the site, and the lay
ing of water mains, for a major undertaking 
whose purpose Eeems to be the signal to the 
right-wing opposition in Israel that even 
here no withdrawal is contemplated. 

On the Golan Heights, the original chain 
of nahals is gradually giving way to a pattern 
of civilian settlement, and work began in 
January of this year for the construction of 
a new town, with a projected population of 
20,000, near Khushniyah in the central sector. 

With more than 50 settlements already 
established and with the process of coloni
zation accelerating throughout the Occupied 
Territories, many Is1·aelis are easily unaware 
of the inconsistency between what their gov
ernment is saying and what it is doing about 
reaching a political agreement with the 
Arabs. Lord Caradon, who visited Israel la.st 
month to explore the possibilities of such an 
agreement, has called these 50 settlements 
"50 signposts to destruction." 

They are also 50 classic examples of the 
way the state of Israel has been constructed; 
but if the objective is to ensure the survival 
of the state itself, the Israelis will sooner 
or later have to abandon these outposts be· 
yond their borders--even if it means revers
ing the course of Zionist history. 

PRESIDENT FORD AND THE VETO 
POWER 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, since 
assuming the Presidency in August 
1974, President Ford has made liberal use 
of the veto power. In the last 5 months 
of 1974, he vetoed 24 measures. So far 
this year, he has vetoed nine bills. 

A number of the bills vetoed in 1974 
by President Ford were relatively minor 
measures. And it is also apparent that 
in a number of cases, the Congress passed 
legislation which it fully expected the 
President to veto and in which it made 
no effort to override. 

But the vetoes in 1975 have attracted 
a great deal of attention and have gen
erated intense and often bitter debate. 
Most of these bills have been major 
pieces of legislation and the Congress 
has overridden only one of these nine 
vetoes. 

In response to these vetoes, President 
Ford's critics in the Congress have as
sailed the President as being "veto hap
py" and exercising "veto tyranny." 
They have charged him with operating 
from a position of negativism and ob
structionism and thwarting the will of 
the public. It has been declared that he 
has violated the promise at the time of 
his inaugUration to work with the Con
gress in the spirit of cooperation and 
conciliation. 

Mr. President, I have voted for anum
ber of the bills which the President has 
vetoed, and I have sharply disagreed with 
the President on some of the vetoes. I 
know that I will likely disagree with him 

in the future . . I certainly do not speak 
from a position of blind loyalty to the 
President. But putting these disagree
ments aside, it is my judgment that the 
President has used the veto in a respon
sible and effective way. 

I do not agree with the critics that 
President Ford has abused the power of 
the veto; that he operates from a po
sition of uncompromising negativism; 
that he is thwarting the public will. 

Rather, I believe that he has used t:1e 
veto, particularly during the 94th Con
gress, as a positive force for shaping 
national policies. The frequency of the 
vetoes clearly indicates sharp differences 
between the President and the Congress, 
but they dq not reflect a policy of simple 
obstructionism on the part of the Presi
dent. He has used the veto not to stymie 
the policymaking process but as a posi
tive tool in changing the course of pub
lic policies. 

Mr. President, a review of the veto 
mess9.ges of this year reveals a language 
of conciliation rather than a language 
of truculence. A review of the actions 
accompanying the vetoes also reveals a 
spirit of cooperation and willingness to 
compromise. 

An analysis of the nine vetoes of this 
year shows that in virtually all cases he 
has either modified his own position; 
taken a series of administrative actions 
aimed at dealing with the problem ad
dressed in the veto legislation; or spelled 
out very clearly the type of legislation 
which he believes is appropriate to deal 
with the problem at hand. 

For example, in the case of two vetoes, 
the Emergency Employment Appropria
tions Act and the Emergency Housing 
Act, the President specified the type of 
_legislation he considered to be respon
sive to the problem and consistent with 
budgetary limitations. In both cases, 
Congress quickly responded with new 
legislation that was acceptable to the 
President and the Hill. 

Also, following the veto of the Emer
gency Housing Act, the President took 
administrative action aimed at stimulat
ing the housing industry. In vetoing the 
farm bill, the President announced a 
series of administrative actions that had 
been taken to strengthen the farm econ
omy and promised to raise the loan rate 
on grain should prices fall. Prices have 
not declined, and that action has not 
been necessary. 

There were no follow up actions to 
his veto of the strip mining bill, but 
I believe the record shows that the Presi
dent made an honest effort in a spirit of 
c.ompromise to work with the Congress 
during the drafting of the legislation. 

In the area of oil legislation, the Presi
dent has used the veto and the threat 
of its use with particular effectiveness, 
and yet, I believe, in a conciliatory way. 

In vetoing H.R. 1767, a measure deny
ing him authority to impose oil import 
fees, the President announced his inten
tion not to proceed with his earlier stated 
time table so that the Congress would 
have more time to come up with an en~ 
ergy program of its own. And soon after 
vetoing H.R. 4035, the President sub
mitted to the Congress a new on pricing 
plan which I believe represents a major 
compromise from his earlier position. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a staff analysis of the nine 
vetoes of the 94th Congress ·be printed . 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
ren1arks. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, tt 1s so ordered. 

<See exhibit lJ 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the 

bulk of the vetoes have evolved around 
the issues of energy and spending. 

On the issue of energy, President Ford 
has made it very clear that he believes 
we are confronted with a probleDl of 
major n1agnitude for which there are no 
siDlple painless solutions. He also be
lieves fumly that we must deal with it 
quickly, that further procrastination w~ 
siDlply result in greater problems. It lS 

also clear that he has decided that the 
best course of action is to rely to the 
maximum extent possible on the opera
tion of the free market to help work our
selves through the problem. In short, he 
has said~ here is the probleDl, it is s~rious, 
it must be dealt with quickly, here lS how 
we ought to do it. 

In the Congress, on the other hand, 
many seem to doubt the seriousness of the 
problem, n1aay more feel no sense of 
urgency in dealing with the problem, 
and certainly the Congress as a whole 
has' not demonstrated the capacity to 
date to come up with a clear-cut compre
hensive regponse to the President's ini
tiatives. 

This type of situation generates serious 
confrontations and intense struggles. And 
in this struggle, I believe the Preside~t 
has used the veto and the threat of 1ts 
use not to bludgeon but to prod, not to 
dictate but to promote comproDlise. 

In the area of spending, the President 
has again made his position very clear. 
He believes very firmly that the deficit 
should be kept in the neighborhood of 
$60 billion. He has so advised the Con
gress and the American people. It should 
come as no surprise that he has and 
probably will continue to veto n1easures 
that go beyond that limit. The Congress 
may well override the President on the 
issue of spending, but I believe the Presi
dent has shown and will continue to show 
fiexibility in this area and I am con
vinced that his position is dictated by 
an honest belief that excessive spending 
will do excessive damage to the economy 
in the form of future infiation rather 
than an obstructionist attitude toward 
new social initiatives. 

President Ford is Republican, and the 
Congress is Democratic, and by an over
whelming margin. Inevitably, this will 
mean continued confiict between the 
President and the Congress. There will 
be more vetoes. But as both the Congress 
and the President develop a better sense 
of their own respective strengths, I would 
anticipate that the frequency with which 
the veto is exercised will be reduced. For 
its part, I think that the Democratic 
leadership in the Congress has recognized 
that despite its overwhelming numeri
cal majority, it cannot, at will, overpower 
the President on issues which he feels 
deeply and strongly about. On the other 
hand, I am sure that the President rec
ognizes that he n1ust exercise caution lest 
he lose the credibility that he now enjoys. 

Finally. I would observe that 1n recent 
months, opinion polls show that the pub
lic support for the President has been 
increasing while the public opinion of the 
performance of the Congress ha-s de
clined, and rather sharply. I suggest that 
one factor here 1s that the voters believe 
he has used the veto responsibly and that 
they also believe, on the other hand, 
that in a number of instances the Con
gress has acted irresponsibly. 

ExHIBIT 1 
PRESIDENT FoRD'S VETOES AND RELATED Ac

TIONS-94TH CONGRESS, 1ST SESSION-1975 
VETO NO. 1-H.R. 1767 (OIL IMPOKT FEES 

INCKEASE) 

Background: On January 23, 1975, Presi
dent Ford by proclamation had used the 
stand-by authority provided by the Congress 
under section 232 of Trade Expansion Act of 
1962 to apply an additional $1-per-barrelim
port fee on most foreign oil coming into the 
U.S., beginning February 1 and increasing to 
$2 on March 1 and $3 on April 1. 

Legulation: By February 19, 1975, both 
Houses of Congress had passed H.R. 1767 
which ( 1) temporarily suspended for 90 days 
(beginning on enactment) Presidential au
thority to adjust imports of petroleum and 
petroleum products and (2) negated any 
Presidential action to so adjust petroleum 
imports taken after January 15, 1975, includ
ing above proclamation. 

Veto: March 4, 1975, President Ford vetoed 
H.R. 1767. 

Related Actions: However, in the spirit of 
"cooperation and compromise:• the President 
also took the following actions: 

(1) After being asked by the majority lead
ers of the Senate and the House on Febru
ary 28, 1975, to delay further scheduled in
creases in the import fees on foreign oil for 
60 days, on March 4, 1975, the President 
modified his previous proclamation to delay 
any further increases until May 1, 1975. This 
was done in orde·r to give the Congress time 
t o act on his energy recommendations. 

(2) Also on March 4, 1975, the President di
rected the Administrator of FEA to use exist
ing legal authorities to adjust the price in
creases for petroleum products (caused by 
the additional import fee) so that the added 
costs would be equitably distributed between 
gasoline prices and the prices for other petro
leum products, such as heating oil. These 
adjustments were not to be permanent and 
would be phased out. 

(3) Further, in his veto message of 
March 4, he announced that he was propos
ing, to assist farmers, a further tax measure 
that would rebate all of the increased fuel 
costs from the new import fees for off-road 
farm use. This particular rebate program also 
would be phased out and would be retroac
tive to date of new import fee schedule, sub
stantially lessening the adverse economic im
pact on agricultural production and reducing 
price increases in agricultural products. 

(4) On April 30, 1975, in order "to con
tinue the spirit of compromise with the Con
gress" on this issue, the President again de
layed further increases in the import fees for 
another 30 days (until June 1, 1975), al
though during the first 60-day period ''nei
ther the House nor Senate ..• [had] passed 
one significant energy measure acceptable to 
the Administration ..•. " 

(5) On May 27, 1975, after further Con
gressional inaction, the President did impose 
a further increase in import fees on petro
leum and petroleum products, effective 
June 1, 1975. 

Congressional l'et o Action: No attempt to 
override. 

VETO NO. 2-H.R. 429G (1975 FAK:M BILL) 

Legislation: By April 22, 1975, both Houses 
of Congress had passed H.R. 4296, Amend
ments to Agriculture Adjustment Act of 

1949. This bUl (1975 Farm Bill) provided: 
(1) Increases for 1975 for target prices of 
wheat by .1.05 per bushel, com by $0.87 per 
bushel, and . upland cotton by $0.07 per 
pound. (2) Increases for 1975 loan levels for 
wheat by .$1.05 per bushel, corn by $0.87 per 
bushel, and upland cotton by $0.04 per 
pound. (3) For period 1975-1977, nonrecourse 
loans available for 18 months for cotton, 
wheat, corn, and other feed grains. (4) Loan 
and purchase program ava.ilable to soybean 
producers for 1975 crop by a formula which 
would set loan level for No. 1 grade soybeans 
at $3.94 per bushel. (5) Establishment of 
support price of manufacturing milk at not 
less than 80 percent of parity price therefor 
beginning with enactment and ending March 
31, 1976; and beginning with second quarter 
of 1975, the established support price for 
milk to be adjusted quarterly to refl.ect prices 
paid by farmers for production items in
terest, taxes, and wage rates. (6) Rate of in
terest on commodity loans for 1975 crop 
made by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to be established quarterly on basis of low
est interest rate paid by U.S. Treasury. 

Veto: May 1, 1975, President Ford vetoed 
H.R. 4296, stating that approval of bill was 
not in the puJ:?llc interest because it was 
an example of "increased non-essential 
spending," and would undermine the suc
cessful market-oriented farm policy adopted 
by Administration and Congress. 

Related Actions: In his veto message of 
May 1, 1975, the President listed a number 
of positive steps taken by the Executive in 
recognition that some farmers had experi
enced financial difficulties due to the cost
price squeeze: ( 1) Increase in the 1976 wheat 
acreage allotment by 8 million a.cres to 61.6 
milllon acres, providing wheat producers with 
additional market price and disaster protec
tion. (2) Increase in the 1975 crop cotton 
price SU!)port loan rate by 9 cents per 
pound. (3) Increase in the price support 
level for milk. (4) Recently completed ne
gotiatiori.s with the European Community 
to remove the export subsidies on industrial 
cheese coming to U.S., a step ensuring that 
surplus dairy products would not be sold 
in the U.S. market at cut-rate prices; a t 
same time, arrangements worked out to en
able Europeans to continue selllng U.S. high
quality table cheeses, enabling U.S. to keep 
on mutually agreeable trading terms with 
our best customers for American farm ex
ports. (5) Negotiations by State Department 
on agreements with 12 countries limiting 
their 1975 exports of beef to this country in 
order to protect U.S. cattle producers against 
a potential fiood of beef imports from abroad. 

Also, in the same message, President prom
ised that, " ... if unforeseen price deteriora
tion requires action ... ," he would direct the 
Secretary of Agriculture "to make adjust
ments in price support loan rates for wheat , 
corn, soybeans, and other feed grains." 

Congressional Veto Action: House SUS
TAINED Presidential veto on May 13, 1975, 
by vote of 245 Yeas to 182 Nays, two-thirds 
not having voted to oveiTide. 

VETO NO. 3-H.R. 25 (STRIP MINING) 

Background: On December 30, 1974, the 
President had pocket vetoed S. 245 from the 
93d Congress, 2d Session, a bill to regulate 
strip mlnlng for coal and the reclamation 
of mined lands. Early in the 94th Congress 
the Administration had sent draft legislation 
to the Congress incorporating its recom
mendations for a strip mining bill. 

Legislation: By May 9, 1975, both Houses 
of the Congress had passed and sent to the 
President a new strip mining bUl, H.R. 25. 
This legislation set minimum State stand
ards for control and reclamation of surface 
coal mining operations and provided that 
when States failed to regulate and eontrol 
such milling, Federal programs would be 
instituted. Also, bill set min1mum environ
mental an d ecological st andards on both 
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Federal and State lands for coal surface 
mining. 

Veto: On May 20, 1975, President Ford 
vetoed H.R. 25, stating that he did so be
cause: ( 1) as many as 36,000 people would 
lose jobs at a time when unemployment 
already was too high; (2) consumers would 
pay higher costs-particularly for electric 
bills--when consumer costs were already too 
high; (3) the Nation would be made more 
dependent on foreign oil at a time when it 
was already overly dependent on foreign oil 
at a time when it was already overly de
pendent and dangerously vulnerable; and 
( 4) coal production would be unnecessarily 
reduced at a time when this vital domestic 
energy resource was needed more than ever. 

Related Actions: Although there were no 
concrete a~tions taken by the President after 
his veto of H.R. 25 which can be pointed 
out, the Administration had worked closely 
with the Congress, "in the spirit of com
promise," during the legislative progress of 
the bill in the 94th Congress. As the Presi
dent noted in his veto message, "My Ad
ministration has worked hard with the Con
gress to try to develop an acceptable surface 
mining bill and other energy programs which 
could, when taken together, enable us to 
reduce energy imports and meet environ
menbl obJectives. While the Congress ac
cepted in H.R. 25 some of my proposals, it 
rejected others necessary to reduce the ad
verse impact on coal production and to clar
ify various provisions of the legislation to 
make it precise and more workable .... The 
bill I sent to the Congress in February would 
have also entailed production losses esti
mated between 33 and 80 million tons. Even 
though these losses would have been sub
stantial, we could have accepted them if Con
gress had enacted the comprehensive energy 
program I proposed. But, now the potential 
losses of H.R. 25 are intolerable." 

Congressional Veto Action: House sus
tained Presidential veto on June 10, 1975, by 
vote of 278 Yeas to 143 Nays {1 voting "pres
ent"), two-thirds not having voted to over
ride. 
VETO NO. 4-H.R. 4481 (EMERGENCY EMPLOY

MENT APPROPRIATIONS) 

Background: Early in 1975, the President 
had asked the Congress for legislation to 
deal with the Nation's most immediate em
ployment problems through an extension of 
public service jobs and a program of summer 
youth employment. 

Legislation: By May 16, 1975, both Houses 
of the Congress had passed an unusual and 
unique appropriation measure, H.R. 4481, 
Emergency Employment Appropriations, to 
provide for the emergency acceleration of ex
isting Federal programs and projects in order 
to help increase employment opportunities 
throughout the Nation. The total moneys 
in the bill: $5.3 billion, including $485 mil
lion for direct and insured loans and $92.3 
million for liquidation of contract authority. 

Veto: On May 28, 1975, President Ford 
vetoed this legislation because it was 
..... not an effective response to the unem
ployment problem" and it " ... would exacer
bate both budgetary and economic pressures, 
and its chief impact would be felt long 
after ... [the] current unemployment prob-
lems ... " were expected to subside. The Con-
gress had taken a simple, straightforward 
and specific proposal and turned it into a 
bill containing a host of provisions of ques
tionable value. The bill authorized spending 
of $3.3 billion ABOVE the President's budget 
requests, and almost half of the spending 
would occur in FY 1976 and calendar year 
1977, long after the economy recovery was 
expected to be underway at the end of calen
dar year 1975. This bill, combined with 
others pending in the Congress, would in
crease the FY 1976 deficit to $10() billion or 
more. 

Related Actions: The President had prevl-

ously proposed and the Congress had en
acted a major tax cut to help overcome the 
recession and high unemployment. On 
March 29, 1975, when the President signed 
this tax cut legislation into law, he had 
stressed the need to keep the 1976 deficit 
below $60 billion. Also, he had proposed an 
extension of unemployment compensation 
benefits, together with increases. These had 
been included in H.R. 4481, along with the 
many other provisions. In his veto message 
on May 28, 1975, he again called for exten
sion of unemployment compensation bene
fits and a bill "that will provide the funds ... 
recommended for immediate and temporary 
employment through the public sector and 
summer youth jobs." (H.J. Res. 492, FY 1975 
supplemental appropriations for summer 
youth employment, was signed into P.L. 94-
36 by the President on June 16, 1975; H.R. 
6900, proposed Emergency Compensation 
and Special Unemployment Assistance Ex
tension Act, was signed into P.L. 94-45 by 
the President on June 30, 1975.) 

Congressional Veto Action: House SUS
TAINED Presidential veto on June 4, 1975, 
by vote of 277 Yeas to 145 Nays, two-thirds 
not having voted to override. 
VETO NO. 5-H.R. 5357 (PROMOTION OF TOURIST 

TRAVEL) 

Legislation: By May 15, 1975, both Houses 
of Congress had passed H.R. 5357, authoriz
ing appropriations totalling $98,125,000 to 
the Secretary of Commerce for the promo
tion of tourist travel. The bill reinstituted in 
the Department of Commerce a domestic 
tourism progt·am to encourage Americans to 
travel within the U.S., and authorized $90 
million for period July 1, 1976, through 
September 30, 1979, for continuation and 
expansion of current program of U.S. Travel 
Service to promote and facilitate foreign 
tourism in the U.S. 

(Although H.R. 5357 had passed the House 
on May 13, 1975, by a recorded vote of 287 
Yeas to 132 Nays, the measure passed the 
Senate on a voice vote on May 15, 1975, after 
the Commerce Committee, at its own re
q;uest, had been discharged from further 
consideration of the bill.) 

Veto: On May 28, 1975, the President 
vetoed this legislation because: (1) the pro
motion and management of domestic tour
ism should remain the responsib11ity of the 
private sector and the Administration had 
opposed the reinstatement of a domestic 
tourism program; and (2) the Administra
tion had proposed an extension of the exist
ing foreign tourism program in the U.S. 
through FY 1979 at an annual authorization 
level of $15 million, but felt the amounts in 
the bill were excessive. 

Related Actions: None. 
Congressional Veto Action: No attempt to 

override. 
VETO NO. 6-H.R. 4485 (EMERGENCY HOUSING 

ACT OF 1975) 

Background: In his Economic Message to 
the Congress on October 8, 1974, shortly after 
taking office, the President urged passage of 
the Emergency Home Purchase Assistance 
Act, the so-called Brooke-Cranston bill. This 
legislation was quickly passed by the Con
gress, extending the GNMA mortgage pur
chase authority to include home loans not 
federally insutetl~o-called "conventional" 
mortgages. Since October 1974, $9 billion has 
been committed by GNMA to purchase mort
gages with below market interest rates. Also, 
in his 1976 Budget Request, President Ford 
proposed Federal support for 400,000 units of 
housing under the new Lower Income Hous
ing Assistance Program; and Congress en
acted and the President signed into law (in 
the tax cut bill) a tax credit for buyers of 
unsold housing at a cost of $750 million. 

Legislation: By June 11, 1975, both Houses 
of Congress had passed and sent to the Presi
dent H.R. 4485, the Emergency Hotlsing Act 

of 1975. This bill contained three new housing 
subsidies: ( 1) $1,000 homeownership grants. 
(2) subsidy payments, to be phased out over 
6 years, which could reduce mortgage interest 
rates to 6 percent, and (3) a mortgage pur
chase assistance program with interest rates 
set at 7 percent. Depending upon the choice a 
buyer made, subsidies would be worth up to 
$3,000, or in some situations as high as $6,500. 
The bill also extended the deep homeowner 
interest subsidies (Section 235) which Con
gress last year had decided to phase out; ex
tended and expanded the rehabilitation loan 
program which last year was consolidated 
into the community development block grant 
program; diverted rental assistance funds 
from the newly-authorized program of lower 
income rental housing (Section 8); and au
thorized HUD to make repayable mortgage 
relief payments to homeowners whose in
comes have been substantially reduced, de
signed to prevent the loss of homeownership 
for families who are unable to make full 
mortgage payments. 

Veto: On June 24, 1975, the President 
vetoed H.R. 4485. He stated that he did so 
because of its cost, ineffectiveness, and de
layed stimulus which would damage the 
housing industry and the economy. He also 
noted that it could not be implemented with
out substantial delay; was in some respects 
inequitable; had long-term impacts and im
plications inappropriate and undesirable for 
an "emergency" measure; made a number of 
undesirable changes in housing and commu
nity development laws; and its foreclosure 
provision relied unnecessarily upon govern
ment funding and administration. 

Related Actions: In his veto message, in 
order to reaffirm hiS commitments to a 
prompt recovery of the housing industry, to 
getting construction workers back to work, 
and to support existing Federal mortgage as
sistance program, the President: (1) asked 
Congress to extend the Emergency Home Pur
chase Assistance Act beyond its October 1975 
expiration date and for its expansion to cover 
conventionally financed multi-family hous
ing, including condominiums; (2) an
nounced that he was directing the release of 
the remaining $2 billion in such funds and 
requesting Congress to authorize another 
$7.75 billion in such assistance for housing; 
and (3) made it clear that he would support 
a workable plan to prevent mortgage fore
closures for homeowners who are out of work. 
(H.R. 5398, a new Emergency Housing Act of 
1975, was signed into law on July 2, 1975. This 
bill incorporates a modified program more 
along the lines of what the President had 
suggested in his veto message.) 

Congressional Veto Action: House sus
tained Presidential veto on June 25, 1975, by 
vote of 268 Yeas to 157 Nays, two-thirds not 
having voted to override. 

VETO NO. 7-H.R. 4037 (PETROLEUM PRICE 

REVmW ACT) 

Background: On August 31, 1975, the Emer
gency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 will 
expire. That Act requires the control of oil 
distribution throughout tlre U.S. and of 
prices on "old" oil at a ceiling of $5.25 per 
barrel. So-called "old" oil is oil produced from 
wells in operati<>n before December 31, 1972, 
not in excess of 1972 pr<>duction levels. It ac
counts for 60 percent of domestic oil produc
tion. Unless the Act iS extende(l, after 
August 31, 1975, all oil prices would be decon
trolled and would rise abruptly. ("New" oil
oil produced from wells drilled after Janu
ary 1, 1973, or from old wells in excess of 
1972 production levels-has not been under 
price controls. It accounts for the other 40 
percent of domestic production and has 
been selling at about $13.00 per barrel.) 

In his State of the Union Message, Presi
dent Ford proposed immediate and total 
decontrol of all domestic prices by April 1975. 
However, the Congress has not agreed with 
this and has attempted to extend the pro-
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visions of the Emergency Petroleum Alloca
tion Act beyond its expiration in a number 
of ways. 

On July 16, 1975, President Ford sent to the 
Congress a plan to phase out controls on 
"old" domestic oil over 30 months and pro
posed a ceiling on the price of "new" domes
tic oil (other than oil from stripper wells
those producing less than 10 barrels per day) 
for that same 30-month period at $13.50 per 
barrel. In this message, he also called for 
enactment of energy taxes including a 
windfall profits tax (with appropriate plow
back provisions) and extension of the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act to im
plement his decontrol plan. Under provisions 
of the Emergency Petroleum Allocation 
Act-still in effect until August 31--either 
House of Congress has five working days in 
which to disapprove a decontrol plan by 
majority vote. Otherwise, it would go into 
effect. 

The July 16 plan would have gradually 
removed price controls from "old" oil over a. 
30-month period beginning August 1 of this 
year and ending in January 1978. Each month 
the amount of oil presently under controls 
would be decreased by an additional 3.3 per
cent of a. decontrol base production level 
(which is the average monthly production of 
old oil during April, May and June of this 
year). No oil for this 30-month period 
(except oil from stripper wells) could be 
sold for more than $13.50 per barrel. After 
the 30-month period, there would be no price 
controls on any domestically-produced oil. 

Legislation: By July 17, 1975, both Houses 
of Congress had passed and sent to the Presi
dent H.R. 4035, the Petroleum Price Review 
Act. This bill, which passed the Senate as 
S. 621, basically did the following: (1) Ex
tended the Emergency Petroleum Allocation 
Act for 4 months-until December 31, 1975, 
(2) which meant the retention of the $5.25 
per barrel ceiling on "old" oil prices, (3) 
placed "new" oil under price controls at 
$11.28 per barrel for the first time, (4) re
pealed the "stripper wells" exemption from 
price controls, and (5) continued the coal 
conversion authorities in the ESEC Act until 
December 31, 1975. 

Veto: On July 21, 1975, President Ford 
vetoed this legislation, which flew directly 
in the face of his July 16 proposal. He stated 
that he vetoed the bill because it: (1) would 
increase petroleum consumption, (2) cut 
domestic production, ( 3) increase reliance 
on insecure petroleum imports, and (4) avoid 
the issue of phasing out unwieldy price con
trols. He said, "For too long, the Nation has 
been without an energy policy, and I cannot 
approve a drift into greater energy 

~·· ··ciependence." 
Related Actions: In his veto message he 

reminded Congress of his July 16 compro
mise plan. He said that if Congress acted on 
this compromise and on other Administra
tion proposed energy taxes, including the 
"windfall profits" tax and energy tax rebates 
to consumers, the burden of decontrol would 
be fairly shared. He also urged Congress not 
to disapprove his administrative plan of de
control and promised that, if it were ac
cepted, he would in turn accept a simple 
extension of price and allocation authori
ties. He reminded the Congress, however, that 
if it were not accepted, one alternative which 
remained to him would be to veto even a 
simple extension of the Emergency Petro
leum Allocation Act, implying that thereby 
on August 31, 1975, all oil would be decon
trolled anyway. 

On a related issue in the vetoed bill-the 
coal conversion authorities contained in last 
year's Energy Supply and Environmental Co
ordination Act which had expired June 30, 
1975, and which had been extended until 
December 31, 1975, by H.R. 4035-he noted 
that this extension had been requested by 

the Administration and urged "rapid enact
ment of a simple one year extension." 

In regard to his July 16 plan, on July 22 
the House passed, by 262 Yeas to 167 Nays, 
H. Res. 605, which cilsa.pproved (and thereby 
killed) the President's proposal for a grad
ual 30-month decontrol of domestically-pro
duced oil prices. 

However, "in the effort to break the dead
lock on energy legislation prior to the August 
Congressional recess," on July 25, 1975, the 
President submitted to the Congress his sec
ond Administrative decontrol program. He 
said, "This Nation desperately needs coopera
tion, not confrontation, on the critical energy 
issue. The new compromise decontrol plan I 
propose will answer the legitimate concerns 
raised by Members of the Congress during 
the lengthy discussions which have been held 
on this problem." The President noted that, 
after Congress had rejected his plan, he was 
faced with two choices: "to either veto the 
proposed extension of price controls [S. 1849, 
a simple 6-month extension of the Emer
gency Petroleum Allocation Act until March 
1, 1975, which passed the Senate on July 15, 
1975, and is presently pending in the House] 
scheduled to expire August 31 or seek a. com
promise with the Congress." He further urged 
the Congress to accept his new program and 
"simultaneously enact a. simple three-month 
extension of the law. To achieve energy in
dependence, the Congress and the President 
must work together on this and other parts 
of my comprehensive energy program ... so 
that we can get on with the solution of this 
most pressing problem." 

The July 25 plan would gradually remove 
price controls from "old" oil over a 39-month 
period beginning September 1 and ending in 
November 1978. Under the plan, the amount 
of oil under controls would be decreased by 
an additional 1.5 percent per month of a de
control base production level (which is the 
average monthly production of old oil during 
April, May, and June of this year) for the 
first time beginning September 1, 1975; 2.5 
percent per month for the second year; and 
3.5 percent per month for the remaining 15 
months. No oil for this 39-month period (ex
cept oil from stripper wells) could be sold 
initially for more .than $11.50 per barrel, in
creasing 5 cents per month beginning Octo
ber 1, 1975. After the 39-month period, all 
price controls on domestically-produced oil 
would be removed. Either House of Congress 
now has five working days in which to dis
approve this second plan to keep it from 
taking effect. 

Congressional Veto Action: NO ATI'EMPT 
TO OVERRIDE. 
VETO NO. 8-H.R. 5901 (EDUCATION DIVISION 

AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATION, 1976) 

Legislation: By July 18, 1975, both Houses 
of Congress had passed and sent to the Presi-
dent H.R. 5901, the Education Division and 
Related Agency Appropriation Act, 1976, the 
first appropriations bill to be sent to the 
President for fiscal year 1976. It carried a 
total appropriation for fiscal year 1976 of 
$7,480,312,952 and for the transition period 
of $464,683,000. 

Veto: On July 25, 1975, President Ford 
vetoed this bill stating: "This is the first 
regular appropriation bill passed by the Con
gress this year and it provides $7.9 billion, 
$1.5 billion more than I requested. Earlier 
this year, I drew a line on tlle budget deficit 
for fiscal year 1976 at $60 billion. That line is 
considerably higher than I would like. On 
May 14, the Congress drew its own line on 
the deficit at $69 billion. But now, the Con
gress' own July 21 budget scorekeeping re
port estimates a possible deficit this year of 
$83.6 billion. I cannot, in good conscience, 
support such a deficit .... " Noting that his 
original budget recommendation was not the 
only on& acceptable, he said he believed 
major reductions must be made in this bill 
which Congress could substantially achieve 

by simply accepting his recommendations 
for Impact aid and higher education. "In 
these two areas alone," he remarked, "Con
gress .•. added $913 million to my pro
posals." 

The President then said, "Taken as a. 
whole this appropriation blll is too much to 
ask the taxpayers-and our economy-to 
bear." 

Related Action: In the first part of his 
veto message, the President reminded the 
Congress: "Throughout my public life, I be
lieved-and still believe-that education is 
one of the foundation stones of our repub
lic. But that is not the issue in this appro
priation bill. The real issue is whether we 
are going to impose fiscal discipline on our
selves or whether we are going to spend 
ourselves into fiscal insolvency." He ended 
his message by saying: "I urge the Con
gress to sustain my veto of this bill and 
then we can work together-as we have be
fore-to achieve a responsible compromise." 

Congressional Veto Action: The House, on 
July 25, postponed further consideration of 
the veto until Tuesday, September 9, 1975. 
Since H.R. 5001 is an appropriation bill and 
originated in the House, the Senate cannot 
act until the House has acted. 
VETO NO. 9-S. 66 (NURSES TRAINING & HE~;LTH 

REVENUE SHARING & HEALTH SERVICES ACT 

OF 1975) 

Background: On December 23, 1974, the 
President had pocket vetoed H.R. 14214, the 
Health Revenue Sharing and Health Services 
Act (see Veto No. 15, Part I); and on Janu
ary 2, 1975, he had pocket vetoed H.R. 17085, 
Nurses Training (see Veto No. 19, Part I). 

Legislation: By July 16, 1975, both Houses 
had passed and sent to the President one 
bill, S. 66, whicl1. was pratica.lly identical to 
the two bills vetoed above from the 93rd 
Congress. For nurses training the bill pro
vided $568 million and for the other two 
areas it provided $1,422 million. 

Veto: On July 26, 1975, President Ford ve
toed this legislation for the same reasons he 
had vetoed the two bills in the 93d Congress. 
He noted that, in considering S. 66, "the 94th 
Congress made some reductions in the total 
cost of the measure. However, the levels au
thorized are still far in excess of the amounts 
we can afford for these programs. The bill 
would authorize almost $550 m1llion above 
my fiscal year 1976 budget request for the 
programs involved, and it exceeds fiscal year 
1977 levels by approximately the same 
amount, resulting in a total increase of $1.1 
billion. At a time when the overall Federal 
deficit is estimated at $60 billion, proposed 
authorization levels such as these cannot be 
tolerated." Also, he pointed out that S. 66 
was unsound from a program standpoint. 

Related Action: In his veto message he also 
pointed out that H.R. 4819 and S. 1203, ad
ministration bills submitted to the 94th 
Congress, "would consolidate various sepa
rate programs into the flexible project grant 
authority of the Public Health Service Act to 
allow funding of a wide variety of health 
services projects based on State and local 
needs" rather than create new narrow cate
gorical programs as does S. 66. He closed by 
saying: "Good health care and the availability 
of health personnel to administer that care 
are obviously of great importance. I share 
with the Congress the desire to improve the 
Nation's health care. I am convinced that 
legislation can be devised to accomplish our 
common objectives which does not adversely 
affect om· efforts to restrain the budget or 
inappropriately structure our health care 
system. I urge the Congress to pass such leg
islation, using the bills I have endorsed as 
the starting point in such deliberations." 

Congressional veto Action: Senate over
rode the veto on July 26, 1975, by a vote of 
67 Yeas to 15 Nays; House still has not taken 
action on the veto. 
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PROTECTING THE rurrNNESOTA 

RIVER 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on July 

11 I introduced a bill which was co
sp~nsored by Senator HUMPHm:Y .to 
establish a Minnesota Valley Wildhfe 
Recreation Area. This measure has been 
referred to the Senate Commerce Com
mittee where I am hopeful it will receive 
prompt consideration. A<~, evidence of the 
support for action to safeguard this im
portant scenic and wildlife resoll:rce •. I 
ask unanimous consent that an editorial 
from Sunday's edition of the Minne
apolis Tribune, entitled "Protecting the 
Minnesota River" be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PROTECTING THE MINNESOTA RIVER 
We hope Congress moves quickly to approve 

the Mondale-Humphrey bill to establish a 
national wildlife refuge and recreation area 
in the lower Minnesota River Valley-the 
final 25-mile stretch of the river. Though 
only a small portion of the valley between 
carver, where the river's flood plain begins, 
and Fort Snelling State Park, where the 
river joins the Mississippi, has been lost to 
development, close to half of it is zoned com
mercial or industrial. 

The Mondale-Humphrey bill would au
thorize the u.s. FiSh and Wildlife Service to 
create a 9,540-acre wildlife refuge composed 
of nine separate units within the boundaries 
of the proposed wildlife recreation area. ~he 
fish and wildlife service would have exclus1ve 
responsibillty for management of the refuge, 
while management of the larger recreation 
area would be coordinated under a compre
hensive plan to be developed jointly by fed
eral state and local government agencies 
within two years of enactment of the bill. 

The measure would assist state and local 
preservation efforts by providing federal 
funds for up to 60 percent of the cost of 
acquisition of land and easements. Naviga
tion on the Minnesota would not be affected 
by the bill, nor would the industrialized 
areas in Burnsville, Chaska, Shakopee and 
Savage. The main focus of protection would 
be on "areas in the flood plain whose pri
mary value lies in their richness as a wildlife 
resource." 

If the valley's fast-dwindling touches of 
nature are saved, credit must go to the en
terpriSing citizens-now joined in the Lower 
Minnesota River Valley Citizens' Commit
tee-who began the preservation effort two 
years ago. It was their efforts that convinced 
the u.s. Fish and Wildlife service of the 
value of creating a wildlife and recreation 
area in the valley and their efforts that per
suaded Sens. Mondale and Humphrey to 
push for congressional action. 

It is, as Marialice seal, co-chairman of the 
citizens' committee says, "a very rare thing 
for a major city to have this beautiful and 
rich river running right through and avail
able by bus." Now it is up to Congress to 
complete the work citizens have stated and 
secure what could be--on the very doorstep 
of the Twin Cities-a thing of lasting beauty 
and value. 

PROMOTING THE INTERESTS OF 
AMERICAN BUSINESS 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, one of the 
keys to economic growth is a strong, vi
able business sector. More business means 
more jobs, higher salaries and wages. 
and a more stable future. Congress has 
helped sustain this growth through the 

enactment of certain tax incentives, for 
example, which enable businesses to in
vest in new machinery and equipment. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. ScoTT) is a friend of 
the businessman and his record proves it. 
As ranking Republican member on the 
Senate Finance Committee, I have noted 
his legislative and voting record to pro
mote the interests of American business. 
I ask unanimous consent that Senator 
ScoTT's legislative activities be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

AMERICAN BUSINESS-94TH CONGRESS 
Legislation 

S. 1124-a bill to amend the Small Business 
Act to assist in the financing of small busi
ness concerns owned by persons who are dis
advantaged because of certain social or eco
nomic considerations. 

S. Res. 104-a resolution relative to Select 
Committee on Small Business. 

S. Res. 181-a resolution to elect a Senator 
to Select Committee on Small Business. 

Votes 
Voted for Council on Wage and Price Sta

bility Act amendments of 1975. 
AMERICAN BUSINESS-93D CONGRESS 

Legislation 
S. 804-a bill to further improve assistance 

to small business concerns in financing, 
structural, operational or other changes to 
meet standards required pursuant to law. 

S. 1415-a bill to assist in the financing 
of small business concerns which are disad
vantaged because of certain social or eco
nomic considerations not generally applicable 
to other business enterprises. 

s. 2136-a bill to extend the St. Lawrence 
Seaway-Great Lakes navigational season de
monstration program for another 2Yz years. 

S. Con. Res. 11-a bill to express a na
tional policy with respect to support of the 
United States fishing industry. 

Votes 
Voted for Economic Stabilization Act 

Amendments of 1973. 
Voted for Labor-Management Relations Act 

Amendments. 
Voted for amendment to provide loans to 

small business concerns for adjustment as
sistance as a result of base closings. 

Voted for Small Business Act Amendments. 
Voted for amendment to prevent unfair 

competitive practices in the manufacturing 
and marketing of petroleum products. 

Voted for Antitrust Procedures and Penal
ties Act. 

Voted for Fair Labor Standards Amend
ments of 1974. 

Voted for Export-Import Bank Amend
ments of 1974. 

GET THE GUNS OFF THE STREETS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues an editorial which ap
peared in the Washington Star on 
Thursday, July 24 and an article writ
ten by Jimmy Breslin, which was pub
lished in the Washington Star on 
Wednesday, July 23. Because of the 
broad interest in, and the continuous 
need to know the facts concerning hand
gun crime, I ask unanimous consent 
that these articles be printed in the 
RECORD. 

Again, I express my deep concern for 
the handgun victim. We must take ac-

tion t) protect innocent people from be
ing gunned down. 

The July 23 article by Jimmy Bres
lin, traces the handgun used to kill Ken
neth Washington, a young 14-year-old 
newspaper carrier as that gun traveled 
from the manufacturer to the killer. Mr. 
Breslin provocatively arouses the read
er's interest in the dilemma faced by 
those who legitimately possess hand
guns and those who will take any course 
to obtain a gun for use in crime. The 
gun in Breslin's story is unique because 
it took the life of an innocent young 
Washingtonian who was in no way con
nected with the original owner or with 
the person charged with the shooting. 

The July 24 editorial is an indict
ment of the lack of congressional action 
on gun control. The editorial clearly 
establishes that it is time for the Con
gress to take into account the public 
demand to get the guns off the streets. 

I firmly believe we can afford inaction 
on guns no longer. Mr. President, I 
commend both of these articles to the 
Senate and I ask unanimous consent 
that they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
(From the Washington Star News, July 23, 

1975] 
THE SERIALIZED REGISTERED GUN THAT KILLED 

A 14-YEAR-OLD BoY 
(By Jimmy Breslin) 

On May 11, 1974, there arrived at the main 
office of Irving's Sports Shops, Inc., in the 
Far Northeast section of Washington, a 
United Parcel Service package, wrapped iii 
plain brown paper and bearing the return 
address of JSC, Inc., Route 1, Olyphant, Pa. 
The package was received by John Chapman, 
the chief gun buyer for the nine Irving's 
stores in the Washington area. The package 
contained a Smith and Wesson Model 64, 
serial number D 524738. This is a stainless 
steel .38, a highly desirable weapon, accord
ing to Chapman, because after being used 
the gun can be washed under a faucet. "All 
the parts are stainless steel, you take care 
of it just like silverware," Chapman says. 

The gun had been manufactured at the 
main Smith and Wesson plant in Spring
field, Mass. It then had been sent to a dis
tributor, Jerry's Sports Center, in Olyphant, 
Pa. Jerry's ships its orders out in plain brown 
paper and with the "JSC" initials in order 
to help keep the contents unrecognizable. 

The gun was placed in the Irving's shop in 
the Landover, Md., Mall. All other stores were 
advised that this "unique" gun was in stock, 
but it was to be moved from Irving's Store at 
Landover only if one of the other stores had 
a definite customer. 

On Aug. 26, Oscar Jackson came into the 
Irving's Sports Shop downtown store on the 
corner of lOth and E Streets, across the 
street from an entrance to the hulking new 
FBI building. Jackson owns a tavern, the 
Manhattan Cafe, on 18th Street and U, in 
the crime-racked upper Northwest section 
of the city. Jackson felt unprotected with
out a gun in the bar. When the salesman 
at Irving's downtown store, Don Fogel, told 
Jackson about the Smith and Wesson Model 
64, Jackson placed a deposit. Fogel had the 
gun brought by delivery truck from the 
Landover store, and Jackson went to the Dis
trict of Columbia Police and filed for per
mission to buy the gun. 

There are over 58,000 registered handguns 
in the District of Columbia. Upon filing for 
purchase of a gun, a person is fingerprinted. 
and his background checked for insanity, al
coholism and convictions. Police say they 
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also call a person's spouse to see if purchase 
of a gun would cause marital complications. 
On Oct. 15, 1974, Oscar Jackson, certlfted, reg
istered, paid the balance on the $140 pur
chase and walked out of Irving's store with 
the gun and a box of bullets. 

He says he fired the gun once. Where did 
he fi1·e it? "Around someplace, just to see if 
it worked," Jackson says. He then placed the 
gun in a cabinet underneath the back bar 
of the Manhattan Cafe, a small place where 
pleasantness is disturbed by the continual 
droning of a color television set over the 
bar. The gun remained in the cabinet, Jack
son never finding himself in need of it. There 
are many holdups in the area, a food store 
around the corner has been held up five 
times, Jackson says, but his bar has escaped 
violence. 

On January 24, 1975, Jackson closed the 
Manhattan at two a.m. When the day bar
maid, Helen Queen, arrived at 8:15a.m., she 
found the cabinet under the back bar had 
been broken into. The hinges had been taken 
off. In the men's room, a window had been 
taken out. Helen Queen called Jackson and 
he got out of bed and came to his bar. He 
found missing a brown metal box contain
ing $500 and rolls of change, cartons of ciga
rettes worth $300, several cases of whiskey, 
and the gun and box of bullets. He reported 
this to police. Immediately, the gun, District 
of Columbia registration number 50316, was 
listed as being stolen. 

There is in the District of Columbia no 
way to count the number of actual weapons 
on hand on any given night. A visitor who has 
walked the streets of this city for several 
weeks is of the opinion that in many parts 
of the city at night there is something the 
matter with a person who does not have a 
gun. Many of the guns are cheap and unre
liable or inoperable. But many of them are 
well-manufactured; unlike American cars, 
which cost thousands and begin to fall apart 
at the end of a few years, an American made 
gun, costing less than $150, can with proper 
care shoot people into the third generation. 
Whatever, somewhere at night in Washing
ton, from last January on, was a Smith and 
Wesson stainless steel .38 which, if used, 
could be cleaned under a faucet, like knives 
and forks. It was listed as stolen, but there 
is no way to look for a stolen gun. A stolen 
gun is just something you put down on a list. 
Unless you are the person who has stolen it. 

At 2: 15 a.m. last Saturday night, Kenneth 
Washington, 14, was riding in the front of 
a Washington Post newspaper delivery truck 
going along a street in the Northwest section 
of the city. He and another boy-in news cir
culation business their jobs are known as 
"jumpers"-heard shots. They looked around 
to see where the shots were. Then part of the 
window of the truck dissolved. A moment 
later, Kenneth Washington said, in a small 
voice, "I been hit in the chest." He went down 
on the fioor of the truck with a little piece of 
death inside him. Nobody could see any blood 
on his blue shirt. "He moved just a little and 
then he didn't say no more," the other boy, 
Howard Ross, said. 

Later that night, a man was picked up for 
the shooting. At the time of his arrest a gun 
was found in a car. Homicide detectives 
checked the gun. and found it had been 
stolen from Oscar Jackson, owner of the 
Manhattan Cafe. It was serialized, registered, 
listed, charted and it had killed a 14-year-old 
boy. 

The man arrested, Benjamin O'Connor, 31, 
was arraigned on a homicide charge in court. 
Moon-faced, burly-shouldered, he stood in 
front of the judge and said nothing. Then he 
rolled through the door to the detention 
pens--a prison roll; he had been released 
from a penitentiary in January after serving 
time for armed robbery. 

The wake for Kenneth Washington will be 
held tonight at the Jarvis Funeral Home, 

1432 U St. NW. The funeral will be held to
morrow at the Shiloh Baptist Church, 1500 
9thSt.NW. 

Later in the day, after the arraignment, 
Oscar Jackson was found in the Manhattan 
Cafe. 

"My gun?" he said. "Really? My gun is the 
gun they used to shoot the boy? And they got 
the gun? Gee. Well." He sat at a table and 
thought for a moment. 

"Will I be able to get my gun back? I 
should be able to get my gun back." He 
thought some more. "Hell, yeah, I should be 
able to get it back now. That's stolen property 
and they recovered it, right?" 

[From the Washington Star, July 24, 1975] 
DISARM THE PREDATORS 

In recent days, the city of Washington has 
witnessed two typical instances of the 
menace of uncontrolled handgun possession. 
There was the pathetic case of Hector Diaz, 
a visitor, who while sitting inoffensively on 
a park bench at the Ellipse one evening last 
week was shot and blinded by a gun-toting 
young thug. He luckily escaped with his life. 
Two days later, a newspaper carrier, 14 years 
old, died when the delivery van in which 
he was riding ran upon a street shootout. 

Even if they were especially unusual, and 
they aren't, these two outrages ought to jar 
Congress out of its unconscionable lethargy 
on the gun menace. But then one reads that 
President Ford's milquetoasty handgun reg
ulation proposals, outlined this week by 
Atty. Gen. Edward Levi, go begging for a 
Republican sponsor. How many more inno
cent victims will die needlessly on the capi
tal city shooting range before Congress and 
the District council move to disarm the 
predators? Ten? A hundred? A thousand? 

The President's program is innocuous 
enough. Basically, it amounts to a tighter 
policing job-500 more Treasury agents to 
attack the handgun "black market" in 10 
major target cities; size standards for salable 
pistols; a waiting period of 14 days before a 
dealer could deliver a handgun to any cus
tomer, during which the dealer would be 
"expected" to check with the police and FBI 
to see if the purchaser has a criminal record; 
and mandatory sentences for crimes com
mitted with guns. 

It is entirely gratifying to have Mr. Ford, 
however in-esolutely, in the gun-control 
corner. But it's obvious his program can only 
strike a glancing blow at the problem. For 
instance, one wonders to what avail the T
men will conduct their selective crackdown 
on black markets if that crackdown gener
ates a demand to bootleg illegal weapons 
into a market. And unless gun dealers are 
required to check out the police and FBI 
records of gun purchasers-a requirement 
not now in the bill-a 14-day waiting period 
means little. Indeed it probably means only 
that innocents destined to be shot by street 
predators will be shot 14 days later in each 
case. Moreover, it may be to expect too much 
of the average gun dealer to place on him 
the onus of policing gun buyers. Mightn't 
dealers who get a reputation for being con
scientious merely lose customers to dealers 
who get a reputation for being loose with 
the law? We don't know; we just ask. 

One thing you can say for the President's 
program is that it may even be innocuous 
enough to pass muster with the National 
Rifie Association. Or is that presuming too 
much? 

Our own notion about the gun menace 
here in the District, as we said several weeks 
ago, is that the City Council ought to adopt, 
if only for trial, a version of the Massa
chusetts gun law. It has two distinct merits: 
It is getting guns off the streets and it is 
remarkably free of bureaucratic red tape and 
clutter, circumventing the stumbling block 
of registra tlon. 

In Massachusetts it is lawful to keep a 
gun in your home or place of business. What 
you can't do, without special dispensation, is 
go armed about the streets, the assumption 
being that most armed pedestrians other 
than law enforcement officials and guards 
are up to no good. It will cost you a manda
tory jail sentence. 

It must be because the Massachusetts law 
1s so simple, so logical, so practical, so easy 
to enforce, so free of red tape, that it does 
not yet commend itself to the imagination 
of this city. 

DISENGAGEMENT FROM KOREA 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, since 
serving with distinction as U.S. Ambas
sador to Japan, Edwin Reischauer has 
been one of our country's most valued 
analysts of American foreign policy in 
Asia. Now in a June 28 article for the 
Washington Post, Reischauer urges us 
not to panic into repeating in Korea the 
mistakes learned so painfully in Vietnam. 

Reischauer points out that today South 
Korea enjoys superiority over the North 
in manpower and weaponry and an in
ternal unit not known in South Vietnam. 
Neither China nor Russia shows an in
clination to support a North Korean mili
tary venture into the South. Moreover, 
American public opinion is not likely to 
sanction a repeat performance that 
would draw us into another Asian war, 
particularly to defend a government of 
which it does not approve. 

But, Reischauer says, a situation is de
veloping which "over a longer time span 
may produce conditions like those that 
proved fatal to South Vietnam." The 
Park government is using repressive 
measures which are beginning to build 
up internal forces of resistance. Eco
nomic problems brought on by oil prices 
and worldwide recession haunt the 
South Korean economy. It is, therefore. 
possible that the presence of 40,000 
American soldiers near the border could 
threaten to draw the United States into 
a future conflict brought on as much by 
forces internal to South Korea as ex
ternal. 

While it would not be appropriate for 
the United States to take drastic uni
lateral action, we must begin now to in
stitute a gradual military disengagement 
from Korea, one which would not alarm 
our most important friend and ally in 
Asia, Japan. As Reischauer says: 

Now is the time, while the Vietnam dust 
is settling, to start thinking through this 
problem. We should before long have a clear 
program to present to Park of measured 
withdrawals of American troops and reduc
tions of m.ilitary aid until both are entirely 
gone within a few years . . . 

I support this view and believe we 
should begin taking the Ambassador's 
advice. I, therefore, ask unanimous con
sent that the article, "Korea and Viet
nam: The Nonparallels," by Edwin 0 . 
Reischauer be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

KOREA AND VIETNAM: THE NONPARALLELS 

(By Edwin 0. Reischauer) 
False analogies between Korea and Viet

nam originally helped get us into a funda
mentally worse situation in Vietnam. Let us 
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not now reverse the process and panic over 
Korea because of analogies mistakenly drawn 
with Vietnam. 

South Korea simply is not vulnerable at 
p esent to the two basic ills that destroyed 
South Vietnam-the uncertain loyalty of its 
people, and the resultant possibility for easy 
penetration and subversion by the North. At 
present it would require a massive external 
flow to overthrow the South, and there seems 
no sign of this happening. 

Kim II Sung, the northern dictato::-, is 
tryng to take advantage of the sudden col
lapse in Vietnam to intimidate South Korea, 
but despite repeated cries of warning, the 
situation along the border in Korea is in ac
tuality less menacing than at most times 
during the past two decades. Pyongyang does 
have more than twice the air strength of 
Seoul, but this advantage is offset by the 
presence of American air power in the South, 
while in ground forces the South out numbers 
the North by about 600,000 men to 400,000, 
with reserves and paramilitary units that 
give an overall balance of 3 million to less 
than 2 million. 

These figures reflect the facts that the 
South has more than twice the population 
of the North (in Vietnam it was the North 
that was the larger), and both regimes are 
as completely militarized as any in the world. 
Pyongyang could not risk war without the 
strong support of China or the Soviet Un
ion, and both of these seem much more eager 
to avoid a conflict in Korea than they were 
in the past. 

This may sound reassuring, but it concerns 
only the false crisis derived from mistaken 
analogies with Vietnam. Back of this, how
ever, is a real danger that is escaping ade
quate attention, in part because of the red 
herring of Vietnam. 

It is not an immediate crisis, but rather 
a situation that over a longer time span may 
produce conditions like those that proved 
fatal to South Vietnam. In other words, an 
ultimate, Vietnam-like debacle may be in 
the cards for us in Korea unless we start 
to do something about it soon. 

The experiences of the Korean War made 
the ~uth Koreans the most bitterly anti
Communist people in the world and there
fore insured their loyalty to Seoul. But this 
shows signs of eroding. 

There has always been much popular dis
satisfaction with the government in South 
Korea. Despite rapid economic growth in 
recent years, the discrepancies in wealth 
were severe and seemed to be growing worse. 
Corruption in government and business
recently highlighted by the admission of a 
$4 million bribe to government authorities 
by the Gulf Oil Corp.-has always drawn 
much criticism. Except for a brief period in 
1960-61 of ineffective Democratic govern
ment, Korea's democracy has always been 
imperfect and incomplete. Individual rights 
and freedoms were often curtailed. 

But at the same time, there was enough 
individual liberty and democratic participa
tion in government to make people feel that 
there was sufficient difference from the com
pletely repressive regime of the North to 
make the South worth fighting to preserve. 

This situation, however, has been changing 
of late. In October, 1972, President Park 
Chung Hee declared martial law and fol
lowed this with a new constitution, which, 
by giving him the right to appoint one-third 
of the members of Parliament, reduced that 
body and all electoral politics to a sham. 

He followed this by Draconian measures 
seriously limiting individual freedoms, in
cluding those of political criticism and self
expression, and enforced these with brutal 
police controls. The opposition forces have 
been cowed into virtual silence, but hostility 
and tensions run deep. 

Especla.lly among the city dwellers and 
the better educated, including the bulk of 
the influential Protestant and Catholic 

groups, there is a sense of desperation. Stu
dent activism may have been successfully 
repressed; but probably at the cost of creat
ing secret student revolutionaries. Step 1 
has been taken toward the making of a 
Vietnamese situation. 

South Korea has recently suffered another 
blow, this one not of its own making. Korea's 
dazzling economic record of recent years was 
based on industrialization and world trade
an incipient replica of the Japanese economic 
miracle~and therefore the oil crisis that 
started in the autumn of 1973 dealt Korea a 
serious blow. 

It is particularly dependent on markets in 
and investments from Japan and the United 
States, and both these countries have them
selves been in recessions. In addition, the 
picture of an increasingly repressive South 
Korean regime makes both Japanese and 
Americans more critical of conditions in Ko
rea, more dubious about its future and less 
willing to invest there, thus adding to Ko
rea's economic woes. A serious economic 
downturn could further erode South Korean 
loyalties. 

The deterioration of the political situation 
in South Korea has also increased doubts 
about the American commitment to help 
defend the country. The post-Vietnam mood 
in the United States is reason enough for 
such doubts, but they are greatly increased 
by a picture of a dictatorial and cruelly re
pressive regime in Seoul, which is repugnant 
to Americans. 

The American commitment is hedged by 
the phrasing that "In case of an external 
armed attack" each nation "would act to 
meet the common danger in accordance with 
its constitutional processes." Still, the pres
ence of about 40,000 American soldiers as a 
sort of trip-wire near the border has always 
made American involvement in a renewed 
Korean War seem almost automatic. 

But this may well not be true, given the 
popular mood in the United States, as 
strengthened by the distasteful political ac
tions of Park's government. In other words, 
the United States has made a commitment 
reinforced by a military presence that the 
American people would very possibly be un
willing to live up to. This is indeed a perilous 
position for the United States to be in. 

Park or his successors have only two paths 
they can follow. 

On the one hand, they can smother all 
political criticism and ruthlessly eradicate all 
sources of opposition. North Korea, North 
Vietnam and China itself show the viability 
of this sort of regime in an East Asian set
ting though it may be much more difficult 
to create one on a rightist rather than a 
leftist ideological basis, as the experience of 
the Chinese Nationalists suggest. Of course, 
this road would ultimately lead to the for
feiture of the American military commit
ment, and probably much of Japanese and 
American economic support. 

The other road would be a return toward 
a more open society with a growing role for 
democratic political institutions. High educa
tional levels make such a course perfectly 
feasible in Korea, and in my judgment it 
would be by far the better bet, even in stark 
military terms. 

But what should the United States do? The 
tendency is to sweep the problem under the 
rug-to leave things alone and pretend the 
problem does not exist, counting on the im
probability of war, at least in the near future, 
to see us safely through untll some still un
known but, it is hoped, better situation de
velops later on. 

In the very short run, this policy is under
standable. The shock of the sudden collapse 
in Vietnam for Americans, Koreans and the 
world at large makes it wise to let the dust 
settle a bit before making any decisive new 
moves in Korea. But such a do-nothing policy 
cannot be allowed to continue indefinitely, 
as South Korean loyalties wither and popu-

lar American distate for Korean dictatorship 
grows. 

The defense of South Korea, regardless of 
the nature of 1ts systems, is not vital to 
American interests. A defense line in the 
straits between Japan and Korea has always 
made more military sense than one in the 
middle of the peninsula. Aside from our emo
tional involvement in the well-being of the 
brave and talented people of South Korea, 
our only major concern in the area is the 
adverse impact its fall to North Korea would 
have on Japan, a nation of very great im
portance to the United States. 

A sudden collapse resulting in part from an 
American refusal to live up to its commit
ments might start a nervous Japan back on 
the road toward remilitarization, or might 
frighten it into a stance of much less co
operation with the United States on vital 
shared problems of economics and world 
order. 

If, however, the United States had disen
gaged militarily from Korea by slow and well 
understood steps prior to a collapse, the im
pact might be quite negligible. 

Now is the time, while the Vietnam dust 
is settling, to start thinking through this 
problem. We should before long have a clear 
program to present to Park of measured 
withdrawals of American troops and reduc
tions of military aid until both are entirely 
gone within a few years-unless the South 
Koreans find it possible in the meantime to 
change course again and start moving back 
to a freer, more democratic system that 
would better win the loyalties of their own 
people and the support of the American 
public. 

To avoid damaging shocks both in Korea 
and Japan, such a program would have to be 
spread over several years. Although the crisis 
is not an immediate one, we must start very 
soon if we are to complete the manuever 
before the situation does reach crisis propor
tions. 

The present is also a good time to start 
forming a longer-range Korean strategy. 
Korea has all along been a more dangerous 
threat to world peace than Vietnam, not 
just because it is a larger and more effec
tively militarized country, but because of its 
more strategic location between three of the 
largest nations of the world--Japan, China 
and the Soviet Union-with the fourth, the 
United States, deeply involved in the penin
sula for historical reasons. 

The surrounding great powers should move 
toward an agreement to isolate this danger 
spot from other issues. 

What is needed is a four-power agreement 
between the United States, the Soviet Union, 
China and Japan that they will not allow 
disturbances in Korea to spill over to in
volve them in their relations with one an
other. 

The distrust and hostility between China 
and the Soviet Union stand in the way of 
such an agreement today, a-s does also the 
presence of American forces in the South. 
Such an agreement will not be easy to 
achieve but it is an obvious goal that the 
United States should be working toward 
now. 

When achieved, it will not only neutralize 
one of the most dangerous trouble spots in 
the world, but may also take some of the 
tensions out of the situation in Korea itself. 
It could lead to agreed military limitations 
between the two Korean regimes, which 
would be an economic boon to both, and 
possibly might open the way for ultimate 
reunification, which is of course the dream of 
all Koreans. 

THE PENTAGON'S $150-BILLION 
SHOPPING LIST 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, some weeks 
ago the Senate engaged in a 2-day de-
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bate and reexamination of U.S. foreign 
policy and the military forces and poli
cies needed to sustain it. This debate and 
reexamination in a post-Vietnam era was 
itself a healthy thing. This debate should 
and will continue in the future in an at
tempt to shed more light on the proper 
relationship between U.S. national 
interests. U.S. foreign policy, and U.S. 
military posture. 

The joint report of the Secretary of 
State and Secretary of Defense on the 
relationship between U.S. foreign and 
military policy, just authorized by the 
Senate for next year, is a step in the 
right direction. It should help the Con
gress to get a better understanding of 
this relationship prior to next year's de
bate over this ground. 

The large defense authorization bills, 
recently passed by both the House and 
the Senate, were partly the result of spe
cial factors such as the current high level 
of U.S. unemployment and the recent 
events in Indochina. Amendments to cut 
the Defense Department budgetary re
quest for fiscal 1976 ran into especially 
st11f resistance because of these special 
factors. Hopefully, next year, these fac
tors will be less pressing and important. 
We must more carefully look at our 
worldwide military-foreign policy stance 
on the merits of these programs rather 
than pass defense authorizations merely 
for economic or psychological reasons. 

Much waste and fat exists in the De
fense Department budget. Some of the 
weaponry we purchase is superfluous and 
unneeded to maintain an adequate de
fense of the United States, its allies, and 
interests. We in the Congress must ma.in
tain a strong defense but oppose exces
sive defense expenditures and forces. A 
recent article written by the Director of 
Research for the Center for Defense In
formation, Mr. David Johnson, points at 
some ways in which the Defense budget 
can be inte111gently cut to achieve econ
omies without sacrificing essential U.S. 
defense programs. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an article from Ramparts 
magazine, July 1975, entitled "The Pen
tagon's $150-Billion Shopping List." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

THE PENTAGON'S $150 BILLION SHOPPING 
LIST 

(By David Johnson) 
"How do we stop this dangerous, ruinous 

rivalry? For a start, we can simply recognize 
that overklllis overkill, and superfious weap
ons are superflous."-8en. John Sparkm.an, 
Chairman, Foreign Relations Committee. 

Our economy may be on the rocks, the 
quality of life in America may be deterio
rating for everyone, our foreign policies may 
be bankrupt, but the arsenal of democracy 
1s to remain alive and well. The Defense De
partment wants the United States to con
tinue to put its faith in weapons and mlll
tary power. The U.S. produces the most de
structive weapons in the world, the most 
advanced tanks, planes, submarines, bomb
ers, missiles, and yet we are called upon to 
try harder to remain "number one." World 
demand for the products of our advanced in
dustrial civilization 1s insatiable and grow
ing: U.S. weapons :manufacturers sold a rec
ord $8.2 bllllon worth of arms overseas in 
1974, an increase of more than 100% over 
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1973. America's dubloits world leadership in 
weaponry may be the ultimate expression of 
our philosophy of conspicuous consumption. 

The proposed fiscal 1976 Bicentennial fed
eral budget says a great deal about our mis
placed priorities. In the new budget Presi
dent Ford asks the Congress to appropriate 
almost $108 billion for military purposes, the 
highest level of military spending in history. 
This 1s an increase of $16 billion over last 
year. At the same time, funding for non
defense programs is projected to decline by 
more than $25 billlon. The Pentagon, accord
ing to its five-year plan for 1976 through 
1980, plans to spend at least $636 billion over 
this period. 

The new mllitary budget now belng de
bated before Congress contains a bewildering 
variety of new weapons schemes. The Air 
Force and Rockwell International want $749 
million to continue development of their $21 
billion B-1 bomber program so that the U.S. 
wlll possess well into the 21st century a 
bomber that will be able to fly lower, faster, 
and carry more bombs than any bomber ever 
built. General Dynamics is working on a 
submarine for the Navy, the Trident, that 
wlll be bigger (two football fields long). 
quieter, and fire more nuclear weapons than 
any submarine in history. It will also be the 
most expensive weapons system in history, 
at $1.6 billion or more per copy. The Army has 
Chrysler and General Motors competing to 
produce the Tank of the Future, the XM-1 
Main Battle Tank. The XM-1, estimated to 
cost almost $2 million each, will shoot fur
ther, more accurately, have more armor pro
tection, and a smoother ride than any other 
tank. Assuming, of course, that everything 
goes according to plan, which frequently does 
not happen. 

The 1976 mUltary budget asks for funding 
of new missiles of every conceivable descrip
tion: anti-ship, anti-aircraft, anti-tank, anti
missile surface-to-surface, surface-to-air, 
air-to-surface, air-to-air, continent-to-con
tinent. laser guided, radar-gided, electro
optical-guided, television-guided. New mUl
tary aircraft come in all shapes and 
sizes and nicknames: Skyhawks, Tomcats, 
"Eagles, Cobras, Prowlers, Haweyes, Intruders, 
Corsairs, Chinooks, Orions, Vikings, Sea Stal
lions, Sea Cobras, Iroquois, not to mention 
AWACS and the unpronounceable AABNCPs. 

Every three months the Pentagon is re
quired by Congress to publish the current 
estimated costs of major weapons systems. 
The latest cost-overrun status report on 40 
big ticket items indicates that these weap
ons alone will cost $150 blll1on, $41 billion 
more than originally expected. 

The American public has little way of judg
ing whether there is any real need for par
ticular weapons and must rely on the Con
gress to exercise control over the military 
budget and the Defense Department. The 
Congress, however, is barely up to the task of 
beginning to explore the intricacies of the 
many complex weapons systems and defense 
issues burled in the labyrinths of the plus
$100 billion defense budget. Unlike the De
fense Department, Congress has little in
formation and even less time. Congressman 
Michael Harrington of Massachusetts, who 
has been a member of both the House Armed 
Services and Foreign Affairs Committees, 
puts 1t this way: "By the time a weapons 
program reaches the stage at which it be
comes a prominent issue for debate in the 
Congress, the battle is already lost. The De
fense Department's near monopoly on rele
vant information, together with the vested 
bureaucratic and economic interests which 
propel the high-budget, high-prestige weap
ons programs, conspire to give such programs 
an an but unstopable momentum." What the 
Pentagon wants, the Pentagon gets. 

Congress has become increasingly critical 
of high and escalating levels of m111tary 
spending. Although there is not yet a con-

sensus on how to reduce the defense budget. 
there 1s a new and growing recognition that 
changed international circumstances and 
economic pressures make it necessary to 
choose among competing programs and pri
ori ties. Many Congressmen are increasingly 
aware that spending on weapons and forces 
that contribute to U.S. strength only in a 
marginal way can no longer be afforded. The 
American experience in Indochina seetns to 
have taught the lesson that military power 
is of declining usefulness in coping with the 
country's problems. 

New superweapons are not the answer. 
Even such a hardline conservative as Senator 
John McClellan, chairman of the Senate Ap
propriations Committee, has come to admit 
that any real meaning of national security 
1s far broader than its narrow military com
ponent: "Inflation is rapidly becoming as 
great a danger to our national security and 
the stabillty of our society as is the danger 
from any potential foreign foe." 

A number of controversial weapons systems 
are being critically examined by the Congress 
during hearings and action on the fiscal 1976 
defense budget. Questionable strategic weap
ons include the B-1 bomber, the Trident 
submarine, new types of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBMs). strategic cruise 
missiles, and new ABM systems. The bulk of 
the defense budget, about 75 percent, goes to 
pay for the projection of U .8. mUltary power 
overseas in Europe and Asia. Controversial 
conventional weapons include the AWACS 
warning and control aircraft, the SAM-D air 
defense missile system, the C-5A aircraft, the 
XM-1 tank, and the expensive F-14 and F-15 
tactical fighter aircraft. 

B-1 Bomber. For the Defense Department, 
the most vulnerable weapon tn the new 
budget 1s the B-1 strategic bomber. The B-1 
is a weapon that may very well be pricing 
itself out of existence, although Secretary of 
the Air Force John McLucas says that he bas 
no "cost breaking point" for the B-1. Many 
members of Congress, however, are near or 
have already passed their breaking point 
with the B-1. The cost of developing and pro
ducing 244 B-1s is estimated at $20.6 btlllon, 
or $84 million each. The cost continues to 
'Skyrocket and ineVitably will shortly exceed 
$100 million per plane. 

Critics of the B-1 argue convincingly that 
the U.S. is well ahead of the SoViet Union 
1n the strategic arms race and point out that 
the U.S. already has 8,500 strategic nuclear 
weapons and 500 bombers, compared to 2,800 
nuclear weapons and 160 bombers for the 
Soviet Union. Even a handful of former 
weapons enthusiasts have come around to 
acknowledging that somehow, somewhere a 
line has to be drawn. Says Senator John 
Sparkman of Alabama, the new chairman 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: 
"How are we to put a stop to this dangerous, 
ruinous rivalry? For a start we can simply 
recognize that overkill is overkill, that 
superfluous weapons are indeed superfluous, 
and that many of the new systetns being 
developed, though technologically fascinat
ing, are redundant and unnecessary." 

In an age when missiles can deliver devas
tating destruction in less than 30 minutes, a 
bomber that takes 10 hours to reach its tar
gets can at best have only a minor role. The 
existing force of B-52 and FB-111 bombers 
wlll in any case proVide a bomber force with 
considerable overkill through the 1980s. The 
U.S. spends about $5 billion a year on its 
bombers. Including European-based and air
craft carrier-based planes, the U.S. today al
ready has eight different types of aircraft 
capable of carrying nuclear weapons in an 
attack on the Soviet Union. 

Two billion dollars has already been spent 
on the B-1. The fiscal 1976 budget requests 
another $749 million, including $77 mllllon 
to initiate procurement. The •77 m.Wion is 
viewed by critics as an effort by the Air 
Force to aet the Congress to commit itself 
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all the way to ultimate full production of the 
B-1. The Defense Department projects a re
quest for $1.7 billion for fiscal 1977 and con
tinued funding at $2 billion or more a year 
through 1983. 

As yet, Congress has been unwilling to 
make a firm decision for or against the B-1. 
Alternatives such as the B-52 With new en
gines, a stretched FB-111, and a wide-body 
jet like the Boeing 747 armed With cruise 
missiles have been suggested. To counter such 
speculations, the Defense Department con
ducted a year-long investigation called the 
Joint Strategic Bomber Study which, not 
surprisingly, concluded that B-1 is best. The 
official conclusion sounds not unlike a tooth
paste commercial: "Of the equal-cost forces 
examined, those containing B-l's performed 
substantially better. The low-flying, nuclear
hard B-1, with its high quality ECM, out
performed all other vehicles by a wide mar
gin." The most egregious flaw of the DOD's 
study is that it assumed that the United 
States needs to spend as much money on 
bombers as the B-1 costs and compared only 
"equal-cost" alternatives. Employing typical 
tunnel vision, the DOD analysts neglected 
to examine the question of whether the coun
try needs a. bomber fleet in the first place 
and, if so, whether that capability could be 
obtained at much less cost. 

A decision on producing the B-1 is sched
uled for November 1976 and it seems unlikely 
that the Congress will stop the B-1 before 
next year. Although the plane is viewed with 
growing skepticism, continued funding of 
research and development is unfortunately 
all too likely. 

Trident Submarine. Next to the B-1, the 
most expensive weapon program is the Tri
dent strategic submarine, currently es
timated to cost $16.2 billion for ten sub
marines, each armed With 24 4,000 mile
range Trident I missiles. Each Trident sub
marine will carry enough nuclear weapons 
to destroy any country in the world. The 
U.S. already has 41 strategic submarines 
carrying 656 Polaris and Poseidon missiles 
with about 4,000 nuclear weapons. The new 
budget asks for $2.1 billion for Trident, With 
a $3.4 billion request expected for fiscal 
1977. The Defense Department hopes to put 
the first Trident to sea in 1979. 

Existing missile submarines are invulner
able and considered by liberals and conserv
atives alike to be the "backbone" of the de
terrent Triad of bombers and land-and sea
based missiles. Because of this "blue water" 
sentiment and because it was promoted as 
a bargaining chip in the SALT talks, the 
Trident program has had relatively smooth 
sailing through Congress. Although the rate 
of production has been slowed to three every 
two years, the momentum has seemed un
stoppable. 

The Cadillac of the Sea, or, as Navy Secre
tary J. William Middendorf calls it, "that 
great shield for America," is promoted by 
the Navy primarily because of the ad
vantages of having a longer-range missile 
permitting a submarine to utilize greater 
expanses of the ocean and escape detection. 
In the absence of any evidence about how 
submarines will become vulnerable in the 
future, critics of the huge Trident believe 
that it is premature to be putting so many 
eggs in relatively few baskets. Longer-range 
missiles could be installed in existing sub
marine at much less cost, as, in fact, the 
Navy plans to do. The drive to build the 
Trident reflects a compulsion toward mind
less modernization in the Defense Depart
ment, the pursuit of new technologies and 
superweapons irrespective of any realistic 
assessments and with ever more marginal 
returns. 

New ICBMs. The :fiscall976 defense budget 
asks for more than $900 million for continu
ing procurement of Minuteman missiles and 
research on a variety of new ICBM systems. 

To date the U.S. has deployed 1054: ICBMe, 
including 550 multiple-warhead MIRVed 
Minuteman lli missiles, which can deliver 
more than 2,000 nuclear weapons. Defense 
Secretary James Schlesinger has stated that 
the policy of the U.S. is to build up to the 
limits of the 1974 Vladviostok SALT agree
ment which had stipulated that the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union could have as many as 2,400 
strategic delivery vehicles, including 1320 
MIRVed missiles. 

With the expansion of the Soviet nuclear 
missile force in recent years, U.S. ICBMs have 
become increasingly vulnerable, at least theo
retically, to destruction. Some officials, in
cluding Dr. Fred Ikle, director of the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, have 
suggested that the U.S. should be moving 
away from reliance on ICBMs. Secretary of 
State Henry Kissinger has also indicated some 
di.fferences with Defense Department officials 
by stating that the much discussed disparity 
in missile throw-weight between the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union is a. "phony issue." 

The Defense Department's game plan is to 
keep all options open by investing billions of 
dollars in exploring almost all of the various 
schemes for new ICBMs. This is the all too 
typical pattern of avoiding hard choices by 
giving everybody what they want. Options in
clude mobile ICBMs that would be fired from 
airplanes (a Minuteman missile was dropped 
from a C-5A plane last fall in a test), mobile 
ICBMs that would be transported on land by 
train or truck, and new fixed large ICBMs 
that would compete with the Russians in 
who can build the biggest missile. Over the 
next ten years the U.S. could spend as much 
as $50 billion in seeking solutions to the 
problem of Minuteman vulnerabillty. 

Research is also being conducted on a 
variety of projects to bring to life Secretary 
Schlesinger's philosophy of a counterforce 
strategic policy. These programs to increase 
the accuracy and destructive power of U.S. 
missiles cost about $150 million in the fiscal 
1976 budget. The most well known effort in
volves developing a maneuvering warhead, a 
MARV, which would essentially eliminate all 
missile inaccuracies. Senator Thomas Mc
Intyre, chairman of the Senate Armed Serv
ices Research and Development Subcommit
tee, fears that counterforce improvements 
will lead to weapons that could threaten a 
first strike and make nuclear war more likely. 
In reporting out of his subcommittee a bill 
that deleted funds for five counterforce pro
grams, Sen. Mcintyre argued: "Secretary 
Schlesinger is trying to move our basic stra
tegic doctrine from our traditional emphasis 
on mutual assured destruction to a reliance 
on U.S. nuclear war fighting capability. We're 
alarmed that Pentagon preoccupation with 
exotic technologies and doctrines will distract 
us from our efforts to meet our prime na
tional security requirement, which is to pre
vent nuclear war." 

Strategic Cruise Missiles. A new means of 
raining death on the Soviet Union and China 
is being pursued by both the Air Force and 
the Navy-the strategic cruise missile. Cruise 
missiles are small, unmanned, electronically
controlled aircraft powered by air-breathing 
turbofan engines. Strategic cruise missiles 
with ranges of 1,500 miles or more could be 
launched from planes, submarines, or surface 
ships. The Navy is requesting $102 million in 
the new budget to continue work on a sea
launched cruise missile (SLCM) and the Air 
Force is asking for $51 million for an air
launched cruise missile (ALCM). 

Pentagon interest in strategic cruise mis
siles is a classic case of imitative behavior 
in the arms race. Lacking aircraft carriers, 
the Soviet Union has developed relatively 
primitive and short-range cruise missiles 
primarily for attacking surface ships. Now, 
because the SALT agreements do not limit 
strategic cruise missiles and the Soviets have 
a weapon that vaguely seems threatening, 

the Defense Department wants to have them 
too, although strategic cruise missiles will 
do virtually nothing for our military capa
billty. However, this may well open up a new 
channel for the arms race and could severely 
complicate efforts to control and limit stra
tegic weapons. Any submarine or surface ship 
could launch such missiles and it would be
come impossible to verify arms contl·ol agree
ments. 

Some members of Congress support the 
air-launched cruise missiles program as an 
alternative to the B-1 bomber. A relatively 
inexpensive stand-off bomber could launch 
ACLMs from outside of Soviet anti-bomber 
defenses. 

Estimated program cost for the XM-1 iS 
$6.2 billion, or $1.9 million each for the 
planned 3,312 tanks. 

The XM-1 is to replace the Army's present 
tank, the M-60, in Europe. Serious questions 
have been raised, however, as to whether it 
makes any sense for the Defense Department 
to invest billions in potentially obsolescent 
tanks. Recent developments in anti-tank 
weapons and the experience of tank losses in 
the October 1973 Mideast war indicate that 
anti-tank weapons have overcome defenses 
available to tanks and that advantage may 
continue indefinitely. A relatively inexpen
sive $2,000 TOW anti-tank missile can de
stroy a $500,000 tank. 

C-5A Aircraft. The C-5A's troubles never 
go away. The Air Force spent $4.5 billion on 
81 aircraft built by Lockheed in a $2 billion 
cost-overrun: scandal. Four have been de
stroyed in accidents, the latest on April 4, 
1975 in Vietnam with a plane-full of Viet
namese children on-board. Now the Air Force 
says that it needs $900 mlllion to fix the 
dangerously weak wings on the C-5As. 

The C-5A is the world's biggest plane, 248 
feet long with a gross weight of 716,500 
pounds. It was developed to implement the 
New Frontier concept of the U.S. as the 
world's pollcemar, to "go everywhere, bear 
every burden" aircraft to rush American 
troops and tanks in an instant to the re
motest trouble spot. But even the C-5A's 
much heralded successes turn to be less than 
meets the eye. Although it was lauded by 
the Air Force for bringing military supplies 
to Israel during the October 1973 Middle East 
War, a subsequent study by the General Ac
counting Office shows that 60 percent of the 
C-5A fleet was inoperable because of mechan
ical problems or lack of spare parts. Almost 
all of the equipment arrived after the cease
fire and, according to the GAO, "had no de
cisive effect on the war's outcome." 

The Air Force has requested the $900 mil
lion program to build new C-5A wings be
cause the life of the current wing is esti
mated at about 10,000 hours, compared to a 
planned 30,000 hours. It will cost $11 million 
for each plane to fix the wings. Air Force 
Secretary McLucas regretfully admitted that 
this happened because the Air Force rushed 
the C-5A into production before it knew 
whether the plane worked: "We had a large 
number of aircraft built before we had even 
completed the fatigue tests to see whether or 
not the aircraft was structurally sound." The 
B-1 may turn out to be the same kind of 
horror story. 

Tactical Aircraft. The Defense Depart
ment's impulse to modernize at any price 
finds its most profuse flowering in the new 
generation of tactical fighter aircraft, the 
Air Force's F-15 and the Navy's F-14. This 
year the Defense Department is spending 
$24 billion on tactical air. The military serv
ices have almost always preferred the most 
complex, technologically sophisticated and 
thus most expensive weapons. A fully 
equipped F-14 will cost about $28 million. 
A basic, stripped down F-15 costs $15 mil
lion. Although Pentagon otllclals sometimes 
try to make it appear that increases in weap
ons costs are due primarily to inflation, 
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recent studies by analysts at the Brookings 
Institution in Washington, D.C. indicate that 
most of the rising cost of tactical aircraft 
is attributable to the increasing technical 
complexity of the aircraft themselves and 
the compulsion to incorporate almost every
thing that is technologically feasible. The 
result is weapons that are often overdesigned 
for their missions. 

The Air Force plans to buy 729 F-15s, at 
a cost of $10.9 billion and the Navy wants 
an additional 390 F-14s to put on its aircraft 
carriers at a cost of $7.6 billion. Even these 
quantities are not enough and both services 
are also developing "cheap" light-weight 
:fighters in the $7 million [per plane] range. 
The Air Force has selected General Dynamics 
to build 650 YF-16s but the Navy apparently 
prefers Northrop's YF-18. Some Congressional 
and Defense Department officials had hoped 
that the Air Force and Navy could get to
gether on a common choice to keep down 
the price. 

These are just a few of the more prominent 
superweapons. Others include tactical nuclear 
weapons ("mininukes"), binary chemical 
weapons, new nuclear-powered aircraft car
riers, killer satellites, unmanned aircraft, 
laser cannons, the computerized electronic 
battlefield, and new airlift and naval pro
grams that could project U.S. military forces 
around the world. Most of these Defense 
Department budget items, unfortunately, will 
be accepted ·with relatively short and super
ficial attention from the Congress. 

It is pathetic that the world's most power
ful country continues to suffer from exag
gerated fears and anxieties that have led our 
leaders to conclude that, in the words of 
Deputy Secretary of Defense William Clem
ents, "In our ever-changing world, strength 
means military strength." The militarization 
of American foreign policy has been the re
sult. Our real fear should not be that we 
will be dominated, but that we will be domi
nating. If the tragic experience in Indo
china. has meant anything it is that the 
powerful must learn to control their inclina
tion to excess and arrogance. The conse
quences of unrestrained military power can 
be almost as damaging for our country a.s 
for others. 

CAMPAIGN FINANCING 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, as we 

know, there are many dark corners in 
campaign financing. In recent years, 
Congress has passed legislation provid
ing for the regulation of campaign fi
nancing-including spending limita
tions and identification of contributions 
for Federal office. This has been helpful 
but more needs to be done to correct the 
situation which has caused our political 
system much grief. 

Therefore, I was pleased to read in 
the Washington Post an article appear
ing on July 23, 1975, entitled "Need For 
Business Ethic Cited". The news article 
stated that E. I. duPont de Nemours & 
Co. has announced a policy of publicly 
disclosing political contributions by its 
major executives. Mr. Shapiro, the 
company's chief executive officer, sug
gests it be a model for the business 
community to follow. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post article and resolution 
of the DuPont company's executive 
committee be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

NEED FOR NEW BUSINESS ETHIC CITED 

(By William H. Jones) 
Warning that Americans' confidence In 

business institutions and leaders is in a 
"process of disintegration" that adds up to 
a "national crisis," Securities and Exchange 
Commission member A. A. Sommer Jr. has 
called for establishment of a new private 
agency to establish and enforce a code of 
business ethics. 

Sommers also hinted, in an Aspen, Colo., 
speech, that the SEC is seeking to develop 
some mechanism by which companies that 
have engaged in illegal acts can start afresh 
without full public disclosure of their pre
vious busines practices. 

In a related development, E. I. duPont de 
Nemours & Co.-the nation's largest chemi
cal firm-announced a new policy of publicly 
disclosing all U.S. political contributions by 
its top executives. In addition, all solicita
tions for more than $1,000 and responses to 
those requests will be made public for in
spection by reporters, stockholders and 
employers. 

"Recent disclosures of the illegal cam
paign contributions by a few business or
ganizations have cast a cloud on the charac
ter and credibility of corporations," said 
du Pont chairman Irving S. Shapiro. 

The SEC's Sommer expressed the same 
view and said that business people who go 
about their affairs "heedless of the crisis of 
confidence deserve nothing but our con
tempt." 

Sommer's unusually outspoken address 
was delivered to a meeting of Midwest securi
ties commissioners on Monday afternoon and 
distributed here yesterday. 

"These were not cases of fawning sub
ordinates trying to win executive suite 
favor,'' Sommer said. "Rather it was the 
executive suite itself which was engaged in 
deceit, cunning and deviousness worthy of 
the most fabled political boss or fixer." 

With public disclosure already on the rec
ord by Northrop Corp., Ashland Oil, Exxon 
Corp., United Brands and Gulf Oil Co., Som
mer warned that the list can be expected to 
grow. 

"While none of us wants to paint with 
an unduly wide brush, the suspicion grows 
that this disease may indeed be more wide
spread than any of us dared to suspect," 
Sommer said, and it amounts to a "national 
crisis." 

The "most distressing aspect of all," Som
mer said, "more distressing 1! possible than 
the realization that many corporations had 
deliberately, knowingly, wittingly, and as the 
result of command from the highest levels, 
flaunted the American election laws," was a 
discovery that the illegal payments "had been 
sucked out of the corporate accountability 
process and squirreled away in the accounts 
of overseas agents, Swiss bank accounts, Ba
hamian subsidiaries, and in various other 
places where the use of the money would 
be free of the questions of nosey auditors, 
responsible directors and scrupulous under
lings." 

To fight these practices, Sommer called on 
business people to be much more outspoken 
in their criticism of unethical practices. The 
business community, he said, should set up 
a new privately organized agency to ar
ticulate standards of conduct. 

Any such code, he continued, should con
tain condemnations of interference with 
political processes abroad, establishment c! 
secret funds, and "fiaunting" U.S. laws on 
election contributions. More important than 
the code, however, would be procedures by 
which violations can be handled, Sommer 
stated. 

While business cannot act exactly like pro
fessionals-similar to a bar association, with 
disbarment procedures-"as a minimum a 

businessman whose conduct transgressed the 
code should be publicly condemned. by a 
private organized group of national leaders.'' 
Such denunciation, he said, could cause the 
:firm involved to lose business until con
demned practices are abandoned. 

As for public disclosure of illegal practices. 
Sommer said large investments overseas 
could be jeopardized, lives threatened and 
legitimate business opportunities lost unless 
some new procedure is developed at the SEC 
that protects investors' rights as well as those 
of the companies. 

He suggested a plan by which companies 
would conduct internal audits with the aid 
of outside directors-similar to the Northrop 
and Ashland audits-and inform the SEC of 
the outcome and what actions they plan. 
Public disclosure in such cases, he said, might 
omit the names of recipients of illegal pay
ments and other damaging details "which 
would relate only peripherally to the inter
ests of investors." 

Under such a system, he argued, compa
nies may begin cleaning their houses volun
tarily "and without the direct impetus of a 
commission investigation or a subpoena 
f1·om Sen. (Frank) Church's subcommittee." 

Du PONT COMPANY RESOLUTION 

Whereas, recent political campaigns in the 
United States and the :financing thereof have 
created doubt in the minds of a significant 
portion of the public regarding the use of 
corporate funds for such purpose, 

Whereas, the financing of political cam
paigns is a matter peculiarly in the public 
domain as contrasted with day-to-day busi
ness matters, 

Whereas, additional procedures and public 
disclosure of the effect of such procedures 
can serve to reinforce the position of the Du 
Pont Company that no corporate funds have 
been, or should be, used for political purposes 
and serve to remove the potential for any 
cloud on individuals, 

Whereas, it is deemed desirable that the 
financing by individuals of public elections 
in this country should be encouraged, but 
that it should be done openly and without 
subterfuge, and 

Wherea-S, under the laws of certai.n states 
political contributions by corporations for 
state elections are not illegal, 

Resolved, That the Corporate Secretary 
shall maintain a public register relating to 
the U.S. elections of 1976 which shall include 
data disclosing any solicitation of a political 
contribution from the Company, any polltical 
contribution made by the Company, any 
solicitation of specified members of manage
ment for a political contribution of $1,000 
or more and any actual contributions made 
by such persons regardless of amount. 

The public register shall be available for 
inspection during normal business hours by 
stockholders, employees, members of the 
press or by any responsible citizen who has 
a need to know. 

Resolved further, That the Chairman of 
the Board, the President and the members 
of the Executive Committee, Chairman of 
the Finance Committee, Chairman of the 
Committee on Audit, Vice Presidents and 
General Managers, Vice President and 
Trea-Surer, General Counsel, Secretary and 
the Corporate Washington Office staff are 
requested to report immediately to the Cor
porate Secretary on the form attached here
to as Exhibit A, all requests for political 
contributions of $1,000 or more as herein
after defined and action taken on each re
quest and report any political contribution 
made by such individual regardless of the 
amount. In the event that any such person, 
as a matter of principle, is unwilling to report 
such facts, this should be indicated on the 
report form. 

Resolved f1trther, That the term "polit-
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leal contribution" hereby is defined as fol
lows: 

"A political contribution is one made In 
connection with the candidacy, nomination, 
election or appointment of any person for or 
to any office or position in the Government of 
the United States, a state, or any political 
subdivision of a state, or any agency, author
ity, or instrumentality of any or more of 
the foregoing, or in support of any political 
party." 

Resolved further, That the term "con
tribution" hereby is defined as follows: 

"The term 'contribution• as used herein 
includes any gift, subscription, loan, ad
vance, or deposit of money or anything of 
value, and includes any contract, agreement, 
or promise, whether or not legally enforce
able, to make a contribution." 

Resolved further, That the long-standing 
policy of prohibiting the use of corporate 
funds for the purpose of making political 
contributions, even in those situations where 
such contributions are legal, is reaffirmed 
and appropriate actions shall be taken to in
sure compliance with this policy both by 
communicating the policy and by auditin~r 
performance. 

THE DEATH OF A ~~WSBOY 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President. an edi

torial from the Washington Post on July 
23 describes the tragic killing of a young 

. Washington, D.C., newsboy who was 
struck by a bullet from a handgun as he 
rode in the truck of the newsdealer for 
whom he worked. 
· This sorrowful tale is another epic in 
the ridiculous series of needless handgun 
deaths that occur daily on the streets of 
our cities. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD as an
other reminder to my colleagues about 
the demand to reduce handgun violence. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, July 23, 1975] 

~NETH WASH~GTON 

He rode his bike all the time. "Wheels are 
so important to little kids," one of his rela
tives said afterward. Kenneth Washington, 
14, had his heart set on something a little 
more sophisticated. He wanted a 10-speed 
bike with all the gadgets. He also wanted 
more clothes. So he did what maturing and 
industrious youngsters often do. He took a 
job as a paperboy, as it happens for The 
Wa-shington Post. He only got to work two 
days. In the predawn hours of Saturday 
morning, Kenny Washington was riding in 
the van of the truck of the newspaper dealer 
for whom he delivered. Exactly what hap
pened is still being pieced together, but it 
appears that some men were engaged in some 
sort of an argument. Shooting started. One 
of the shots pierced the side of the van. 
Kenny Washington was struck and he died. 

"He was maturing beautifully," someone 
at Kenny Washington's home was saying the 
day he died, "but he was still just a baby." 
Over the years, we've heard that sad refrain 
many times. And always what is striking is 
how unnecessary are the deaths from hand
guns. There are those who argue that only a 
small percentage of handguns are involved in 
crime and death (of what matter how small 
the percentage to Kenny Washington and his 
family?), that banning the handgun from 
our crowded urban midst will not prevent 
people from harming each other. 

The fact is that guns are randomly lethal. 
Prof. Franklin E. Zlmring of the University 
of ·chicago School of Law made the point 
several years ago when gunshot deaths were 

fewer than they are now. "Our violence prob
lem," he said, "might be thought of as a 
national lottery involving 250,000 victims a 
year, of which 16,000 are selected by chance 
to die." Zimring made that point in 1972, 
and since then the number of gunshot 
deaths has increased to 25,000 per year. Be
cause it is a lottery every gun that is taken 
off the streets and out of the hands of citi
zens who have no good reason to have one, 
reduces the risk by just a little that some 
passing stranger or exuberant child will die 
in that lottery. 

"We THE PEOPLE" 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, not long 

ago I had the pleasure to spend several 
hours at the Barstow School in Kansas 
City to participate in their "We the Peo
ple" program for Constitution scholars. 

I met with small groups of students 
and had the honor to address members 
of the student body and their parents. 
The experience was both enlightening 
and most interesting. 

I was very impressed by the "We the 
People" program, which grew out of our 
national governmental crisis of a year 
ago, a crisis that demonstrated the 
strength and value of the Constitution
as well as of those who wrote and de
fended it-to every American . 

The program consisted of a coordi
nated series of speakers and student ac
tivities designed to heighten the under
standing of the Constitution among 
students. The program culminated in the 
publication of a book of student papers 
and projects. 

I wish to state my congratulations to 
the school and to Miss Margaret Neal, 
who made the program possible. To make 
others aware of this ongoing program, I 
ask unanimous consent that a copy of 
the school's brochure be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the brochure 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE BARSTOW SCHOOL PRESENTS "WE THE 
PEOPLE ••• " 

September 1787.-A special program of 
study, distinguished speakers and awards, 
given to the Barstow School and occasioned 
by the nation's recent ordeal, to ellcit from 
her students a keener awareness of the price
less concept of government embodied in the 
Constitution of the United States, which is 
their heritage-and in so doing-to honor 
the framers of this most magnificent of doc
uments and those following in places of 
high responsibillty, who by their actions 
have interpreted the spirit of the Constitu
tion and the law deriving from it With faith
fu1ness, courage and respect.-November 
1974. 

AS PART OF THE PROGRAM 

In the earliest grades, continuing emphasis 
will be placed on learning the Preamble to 
the Constitution, so that the meaning of the 
words once etched on young memories will 
be more readily grapsed by maturing minds. 

Constitution Scholars will be selected an
nually from the student body and suitably 
recognized for having made a noteworthy 
contribution to the program. 

ABOUT THE PROG~ 

Knowing that the Constitution was con
ceived as an instrument of government to 
bring enduring peace to the union forged in 
revolution, the program is directed toward 
these truths-

That the Constitution is a living document, 
flexible and uniquely responsive in changing 

times and conditions, its strength assured 
so long as its spirit is served faithfully. 

That it bespeaks a government entrusted 
to the people; a government existing only 
by the consent of the governed; a government 
in which the people are sovereign. 

That having divided this government into 
three equal but separate branches, the Con
stitution does not long allow for excesses on 
the part of any. 

That to ensure stability in government 
during periods of transition, the Constitution 
establishes precepts for the orderly transfer 
of authority from and to those governing, 
legislating or interpreting the law. 

That the Constitution ordains the United 
States as a nation of law, law which flows 
from the Constitutional wellhead, the guar
antor of the state's and people's rights. 

But that having proclaimed the people 
sovereign and bestowed upon them these 
precious gifts of liberty, the Constitution yet 
holds them accountable for the sovereignty 
thus proclaimed and the liberty so bestowed. 

A WORKABLE COMPROMISE 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I am deeply 

troubled by the current impasse over oil 
prices. The American people want · the 
institutions of Government to work, not 
to break down when faced with tough 
policy decisions. Yet breakdown is im
minent with regard to oil price controls, 
and threatens both to bring about the 
least desirable of all the pricing alterna
tives-immediate decontrol-and thus to 
deal another severe blow to people's con
fidence in Government. In both cases the 
long range consequences are ugly. 

There is no easy answer to our present 
dilemma; there are many competing, of
ten conflicting interests to be weighed 
and accorded a measure of equity. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Consumers, I know the grave strain and 
the great hardship which any further 
increase in energy prices is going to bring 
down on the budgets and well-being of 
consumers. 

As chairman of the Budget Commit
tee's Energy Task Force, I know that 
some ground must be conceded to the 
oil producers on price if we are going to 
stimulate production of new oil. 

As secretary of the Democratic Con
ference, I know that the Senate leader
ship and the President want to resolve 
the current impasse in a responsible 
manner. 

The President's latest proposal for de
control of oil is an encouraging move in 
the right direction; but, unfortunately, 
it does not yet go far enough. His orig
inal plan envisioned immediate decon
trol; that was changed to a plan which 
would phase out controls over 30 months, 
and his latest proposal is for 39 months. 
This plan would allow old oil to rise from 
$5.25 to $11.50 and roll back the price of 
new oil from $12.50 to $11.50, then let it 
increase by 5 cents a month to $13.50 over 
39 months beginning October 1, 1975. 
But, what happens after that? Forty per
cent of the oil consumed in this country 
is imported. If in 39 months the price of 
imports is higher than domestic oil, how 
would we bridge the gap? The Presi
dent's proposal does not spell that out. 
The plan also -provides for a windfall 
profits tax which would allow the pro
ducer to exclude 20 to 25 percent for 
profits for moneys reinvested in future 
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exploration. With a price of $11.50-in
creasing to $13.50-for new oil there is a 
real question whether such a plowback 
allowance is necessary. And just what 
would happen to natural gas cont1·ols is 
not clear. 

These are some of the uncertainties in 
the President's proposal, but there are 
many other unknowns. Yet, Congress is 
being asked to approve in five days a pro
posal which would have far-reaching im
pact on the coWltry and commit it to a 
long-term program. Obviously more in
formation is required to make a valid 
judgment. 

That is why an energy program cannot 
be considered in a vacuum. Energy is the 
lifeblood of the U.S. economy. There is 
an inescapable relationship between the 
economy, the energy situation, and the 
budget. Economic progress depends upon 
the price and the availability of energy. 

There is a need for decision to elimi
nate Wlcertainty and provide stability so 
that consumers and industry alike can 
plan and act intelligently. However, we 
must act prudently, not precipitously; 
we cannot afford any false starts. We 
should not move on an issue of this sig
nificance merely to meet some magic 
deadline. 

I believe price controls should be ex
tended for ninety days to provide time 
for working out these details and eval
uating their impact and to insure against 
imposing undue and unnecessary hard
ships on the consumer and our economy. 

As a basis for compromise between the 
President and the Congress, I would pro
pose: 

First, for new oil, a roll back to $10 per 
barrel instead of $11.50, and allowing 
the pl'ice to increase at 5 cents per month 
over a period of 5% years to a ceiling of 
$13.30 per barrel; 

Second, for old oil, allow the price to 
rise from $5.25 to the price of new oil, de
creasing the amount of old oil Wlder .con
trol at the rate of 1% percent monthly 
over the entire 5¥2 year period instead of 
of the 1%, 2% and 3% percent per year 
as the Pl.·esident's plan envisions, allow 
the price of old oil being released to in
crease 5 cents per month up to a ceiling 
of $13.30 at the end of the 5% year pe
l'iod. 

This plan, which allows the price of oil 
to increase more gradually, coupled with 
fiscal and monetary policies which are 
compatible and supportive, would lessen 
the effects of the oil-induced price in
crease. 

Decontrol over a period as short as 39 
months may induce producers to with
hold oil from the market in anticipation 
of higher prices. Whereas, allowing the 
price to rise over a 5% year period would 
seem to minimize that possibility. 

THE SOVIET NAVAL CHALLENGE 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. Pl.·esident, I 

bring to the attention of our colleagues 
o.n article from the July issue of Armed 
Forces Journal, entitled, "Soviet Sub 
Threat is Now 10 Times Gel'many'sWhen 
World War ll Broke Out.'' 

This article notes the warnings that 
one of the distinguished Membe1·s of this 
body, Mr. TAF:r, has been giving about 
growing Soviet naval capabilities. It 

states that Senator T.AFT's recent 
speeches on the Soviet NaVY "provide the 
most articulate and specific summary of 
America's Naval challenge that Armed 
Forces Jow-nal has seen in many years.'' 

I concw· with Armed Forces Jow'llal 
on the accuracy and timeliness of Sena
tor TAFT's warnings. The Soviet Naval 
challenge is very 1·eal, and I must agree 
with the Senator from Ohio that our re
sponse has perhaps not been all it should 
be. Certainly no one from the State of 
South Carolina is unaware that the 
United States is essentially a sea power, 
and that it must give its sea defenses top 
pri01ity. 

I concur with the Senator from Ohio 
that we must meet the Soviet naval chal
lenge. Our naval power is vital not only 
for our own security, but for that of our 
allies as well. In NATO, it matters little 
whether or not our troops hold the So
viet Army in Central Europe, in the 
event of a Soviet attack, if the Soviet 
Navy can control the Atlantic for 6 
months. NATO must be capable of meet
ing the Soviet naval threat to its vital 
sea lanes, even if that means a certain 
reallocation of tasks within the alliance 
and a reallocation of priorities within 
our force structw·e. ow· allies' security, 
as well as our own, depends on Western 
control of the sea. 

Mr. President, I hope that all my col
leagues will heed the warnings Senator 
TAFT has been giving us, as to the need 
to answer the Soviet naval challenge. I 
believe that we must answer that chal
lenge if we are to maintain our funda
mental national security. I ask Wlani
mous consent that the article from the 
Armed Forces Jom·nal be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SOVIET SUB THREAT Is Now 10 TIMES GER

MANY'S WHEN WORLD WAR II BROKE OUT 

(By Benjamin F. Schemmer) 
U.S.S.R. "Sea. Denial" submarine forces 

now outpr.ce by a factor of almost ten what 
Germany possessed when ww II broke out. 
Yet capabllities to counter the Soviet threat 
are correspondingly smaller, roughly one
tenth as many antisubmarine escort ships 
per enemy submarine as U.S. and British 
forces deployed in World War II. 

This grim assessment of Soviet sea denial 
capability was outlined by Senator Robert 
Taft (R-Ohio) in two recent Senate floor 
speeches; they provide the most articulate 
and specific summary of America's naval 
challeuge that AFJ has seen in many years. 
(Taft's comparison of present Soviet forces 
against Germany's in WW II, coupled with 
how few American antisubmarine forces 
exist today compared with what U.S. and 
Britain had to deploy to keep German U
boats from strangling England, deserves 
widespread attention. As far as AFJ can de· 
termine, however, Taft's remarks have yet 
to be even mentioned by the daily press, 
radio or television). Taft highlighted the 
problem with these statistics: 

The Soviet Union today has about 340 
submarines (the r.s. 115). Of the Soviet 
total, 68 are nuclear-powered attack subs, 
40 of which carry anti-ship missiles. The 
U.S.S.R. also has 230 conventional attack 
subs; 28 of these also carry anti-ship missiles. 

To counter almost 300 attack submarines, 
the United States today has only 99 de
stroyers and 66 other escorts. Thus, Taft 
said, "the Soviets have about two submarines 

for each American antisubmarine escort 
ship. "Yet, he pointed out, Admiral of the 
Soviet Fleet Sergei Gorshkov noted that in 
World War II, 

"For each German U-boat, there were 25 
British and U.S. warships and 100 aircraft, 
and for every German submariner at sea 
there were 100 British and American anti
submariners. • . . Yet, nevertheless, this 
significant numerical superiority of defenders 
was insufficient to force the attackers to f'lllly 
curtail their active operation. Therefore, the 
question of the ratio of submarines to anti
submarine forces is of great interest even 
under present-day conditions, since, if ASW 
forces, which were so numerous and tech
nically up to date (for that time), possessing 
a vast superiority, tl.lrlled out to be capable 
of only partially limiting the operations of 
diesel submarines, then what must this 
superiority be today to counter nuclear sub
marines, whose combat capabilities cannot 
be compared with the capabilities of World 
War II-era submarines." 

To put the Soviet 300 submarine seadenial 
capability in further perspective, Taft noted 
that in September, 1939, when World War 
II broke out in Europe, Germany had a total 
of only 67 submarines, and of these only 39 
were ocean-going attack subs. 

Moreover, he noted that the Soviets have 
an increasingly powerful force to counter the 
U.S.' 14 aircraft carriers, ·the one facet of 
seapower in which the U.S. heretofore has 
had an advantage. The Soviets,. he said, "can 
launch simultaneously over 1,400 anti-ship 
missiles .•• without having to reload thetr 
missile launchers." Taft summarized this 
ratio of 100 Soviet missiles against each U.S. 
carrier as follows: 108 U.S.S.R. surface aud 
324 submarine launchers for long-range anti
ship missiles, plus 598 surface and 88 sub
merged launchers for shorter-range surface
to-surface missiles, plus over 300 naval 
bomber aircraft carrying anti-ship missiles. 

U.S. REQUIREMENTS 

Taft coupled his analysis with concern that 
by comparison, "the United States still has 
not deployed any anti-ship missiles." (He did 
not say so, but Italy, France and Israel have 
such systems operational.) U.S. deploys in 
this area, as the Navy awaits deployment of 
the longer-range but increasingly costly Har
poon system, are almost as bad as our NATO 
allies' failure to buy or even program preci
sion-guided, air-delivered weapons to offset 
the Warsaw Pact tank (see May AFJ edi
torial). 

He also called for more "small combat
ants, particularly fast missile boats • • . 
armed with anti-ship missiles." Russia, he 
noted, has over 140 fast missile boats, while 
China has about 80. The u.s. has only two, 
with two more building, and the Navy has 
requested only 26. While the U.S. design, Taft 
says, is superior (he was referring to Boeing's 
PID.l hydrofoil) , he said the key to such 
ships is using them "in squadrons in large 
111umbers." Instead, only "small numbers 
(are) envisioned for our fleet." This adds up 
to "a situation," Taft concluded, "where we 
have the technical innovations but lack the 
conceptual innovation needed to respond ef
fectively to the Soviets." 

Taft also urged that instead of replacing 
existing large carriers "on a one-for-one 
basis, say, with Ni?nitz-class carriers, we 
might be wiser to replace each retiring car
rier With two or three smaller carriers de
signed for V/STOL aircraft. Such carriers are 
inherently less vuluerable to anti-ship mis
siles, because they can launch and retrieve 
aircraft even with extensive damage to the 
flight deck." 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT GOALS 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Rural 

Development Act was enacted into law 
almost 3 years ago. When it was con-
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Bidered by the Senate, it was hailed as 
"the most important single piece of leg
Islation for rural America" ever to reach 
this body. And it certainly has the 
potential for being that. The legislation 
includes numerous provisions to assist 
1-ural people and rural communities to 
deal with their development and growth 
problems, many of which are unique to 
the American countryside. 

But enactment of legislation does not 
necessarily guarantee its enthusiastic 
implementation. The administration, for 
example, has been sluggish in getting 
the various rural development programs 
under way. Presidential budget requests 
for funding the act's provisions have 
been meager at best. And for the past 2 
years, the Secretary of Agriculture has 
failed to meet the statutory require
ments for subfu.itting the annual rural 
development goals report to Corigress. 

Moreover, the President, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and other members of 
the executive agencies have failed to 
provide the leadership that is essential 
for a strong rural development program. 
This administration's philosophy and 
policy has been dictated by "decentral
ized government" and State initiative. 
Yet clearly, the intent of Congress, in 
the act's language and in hearings be
fore and after passage of the Rural De
velopment Act, is that the Federal Gov
ernment itself must play a strong and 
·affirmative role in revitalizing rural 
America. And it is clear to me that rural 
communities and rural people have suf.:. 
fered the consequences of the admin
istration's failure to take this role into 
account. 

One way the Federal Government can 
play -an active part in rural develop
ment is to set priorities-to set goals 
that can be translated into public policy. 
When the Rural Development Act was 
considered in committee and when it 
was before both Houses of Congress, 
language was included in the bill that 
would establish such a procedure. Under 
section 603 <b> of the Rural Develop
ment Act, the Secretary of Agriculture 
is required to set goals for rural de
velopment and to report each year to 
Congress toward these goals. A report is 
to be issued prior to September 1 each 
year, and goals are to be established in 
connection with employment, income, 
population, housing, and the quality of 
community services and facilities. 

Mr. President, recently the Secretary 
of Agriculture forwarded the second an
nual report on rural development goals 
to Congress. It was almost 10 months 
late, and the report best could be char
actel'ized as a failw·e. It does not even 
attempt to set goals. In fact, the report 
states: 

To arbitrarily set specific goals at the 
Federal level implies a centralization of 
Federal control and depth of Federal wisdom 
and ca.pabillty that Is at variance with this 
administration's phllosophy of fostering a 
more decentralized government. 

-l rinderstand that this administration's 
p}iuosopliy 1s not consistent with thi& 
particular congressional enactment. No 
admlnJstratton•s phllosopby ever is en
tirely in agreement with the Congress. 

But that certainly does not give it the 
right to violate the letter and the spirit 
of the law. And that 1s exactly what has 
been done here. The report is 10 months 
over the statutory deadline. And having 
set no overall goals for rural develop
ment, the report violates the spirit of the 
law as well. 

Section 603(b) of the act requires goals 
to be put in operational terms so that 
they can be useful in measuring progress 
in rural development. For example, the 
Secretary could call for the production 
or rehabilitation of "x" million units of 
houslng over the next 10 years to en
able all rural households to occupy stand
ard dwellings by that time. In employ
ment, the Secretary could call for the 
creation of 1 million additional jobs in 
rural counties over the next 5 years in 
order to provide work for the expected 
growth in the rural labor force and to 
reduce present unemployment to accept .. 
able levels. Similar targets could be set 
for natTowing income ditferentials be
tween rural and urban households, and 
for providing essentlal community serv
ices facilities such as waste disposal and 
water systems. 

Goals for rural development stated in 
specific operational terms with target 
dates are called for in the rural develop
ment act. Yet, the goals report that was 
just submitted to Congress does not meet 
that requirement. Instead, the Depart
ment repeatedly states that limitations 
on available data, methodology, and the 
state of the art of goal setting preclude 
comprehensive progress reporting on 
rural development goals. So. this yeru.·'s 
report simply is derived from a review 
of cw·rent legislative provisions and an 
analysis of the executive budget. 

Mr. President, this is just the opposite 
of goal setting. It does not help the Fed
eral Government determine what busi
ness remains unfinished, and it does not 
help the people of rural America get more 
and better job opportunities. increased 
incomes, and more accessibility to higher 
quality and lower cost housing, commu-
nitY facilities, and services. _ . 

Ever since the Rural Development Act 
was enacted into law, the Department of 
Agriculture has professed its inability to 
establish goals and to use available data 
and methodology to overcome the organi
zational problems associated with setting 
goals. But this is just an excuse. The 
t·eal problem is that the Department and 
the administration lack the willingness 
to :find methods for developing goals that 
can be used right now. The Department 
of Agriculture has more field people than 
perhaps any other agency of the Gov
ernment. It has the Extension Service. 
There are rural development committees 
in every State. And there are five rural 
development centers located throughout 
the country to help. 

Whether this administration realizes 
it or not, rural America suffers from 
serious problems; no mass transporta
tion, unemployment, insufficient hous
ing, and inadequate health care. All of 
these have taken a heavy toll on the 
countryside. One way to prevent further 
deterioration and to improve the condi
tions 1n rural America is to fund and 
implement the provisions of the Rural 

-

Development Act in the same spirit with 
which they were written. And that in
cludes setting operational goals for l'Ul'al 
development each year. 

Mr. President, I do not agree with the 
Department of Agriculture that quanti
tative and qualitative goals are too elu
sive to be established by the Federal 
Government. I hope that the Secretary 
will carry out his obligations under the 
law in the next goals report due on 
September 1. To help in this effort, my 
Subcommittee on Rural Development 
will be monitoring the Department's 
rural development activities very closely, 
and we will do whatever we can to help 
the Department develop rural develop
ment goals. 

At this point, I ask unanimous con
sent that a portion of the Department of 
Agriculture's Rural Development Goals 
Report be printed in the RECORD as well 
as a statement of the president of the 
Farmers Union-Tony Dechant-on the 
implementation of the Rural Develop
ment Act. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

' RURAL DEvE!.OPJI.iENT GoALS 

Goals may be defined as broad qualitative 
statements of purpose or .liltent whi~h pro
Vide a unifying sense of direction to organi
zational activities. :Another deflnltlon states 
that goals are quantifiable objectives which 
are set to serve as targets for accoDnp~
ment within a given time frame. The provi
sions of the Rural Development Act of 1972 
directing the Secretary of Agriculture to es
tablish goals for rural · development can be 
interpreted to call for either qualitative or 
quantitative goals. This should not be sur
prising, since the interplay of Congress and 
the executive branch results in what might 
be termed the de facto establishment of both 
qualitative and quantitative goals. Congres
sional intent and presidential messages often_ 
iDnpllcitly contain the ingredients of broad 
qualitative goals, while appropriations ·and 
budgets can be translated into target-type 
quantitative goals. 

Other than the traditional executive and 
legislative processes. no formal. explicit na
tional goal-setting process exists. Therefore. 
the tentative rural development goals, both 
qualitative and quantitative, set forth in 
this report were derived from review of cur
rent legislative provisions and analysis of 
executive budgets. 

The people of rural America desire more 
and better job opportunities, increased· in• 
comes, and increased ava.ilabiUty of higher 
quality and lower cost housing, community 
facilities, and services. The dlfl'erlng condi
tions and often differing life styles between 
urban and rural areas make it difficult to 
determine what is a "fair" balance between 
Federal initiatives on behalf of rural· ~s. 
metropolitan residents In these categories. 

Quantitative goals provide for the accom
plishment of a measurable number of enti
ties, and they are genera.lly point-of-time 
specific for attainment; e.g., provide six mil
lion publicly assisted housing units Within 
a 10-year period. The task of deriving quan
titative goals is complicated by the Inter
relationship of the five goal categories speci
fied in the Rural Development Act. A quanti
tative goal stated for either population, in
come, en1ployment, housing, or quality· of 
community servrdes and· facllitles may i.m,
plicltly state a range of goals for the other 
four. As a goal for one area is stated. goals 
for each of the other areas can · be derived 
with certain key assumptions and the nece~
sary data. Income is essentially dependent 
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upon employment; housing 1s essentially de
pendent upon income: population distribu
tion is essentially dependent upon employ
ment and income opportunities; and the 
quality of community services and facillties 
is essentially dependent upon the tax base 
and purchasing power provided by employ
ment and Income. 

Obviously. to be attainable, target-type or 
quantitative goals for rural America must be 
set within the context of overall national 
economic conditions and legislative appropri
ation levels. 

Unlike quantitative goals, broad qualita
tive goals can be considered a..s being inde
pendent of each other as well as of national 
conditions. Furthermore, they tend to serve 
more as a general frame of reference ~alnst 
which quantified goal accomplishments can 
be assessed. For example, full employment 
can be a permanent goal equally legitimate 
1n good times as well as bad; wage equality 
can be a legitimate goal regardless of: unem
ployment rates: and adequate housing avail
ability for all can be a legitimate goal re
gardless of Income or employment levels, the 
oonditiona of the money mark~t. or even the 
avallablllty of labor a~d/or construction ma• 
terlals. . 

Some term broad goals as rhetoric unless 
the means and method for their attainment 
within a particular time frame are speclf• 
loally provided and deooribed. But even when 
the means and method are not ava.tlable, the 
explicit statement of such goals can be use
ful in establishing a sense of direction for 
the Nation's pollcymakers. 

EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME GOALS 

Ideally, all Americans should be able to 
choose where they wish to live on the basis · 
of equal employment opportunity through
out the land. This implies improving the 
economic conditions of rural America so that · 
people have more effective choices among lo
cations and between rural and urban and 
metrop9Utan and nonmetropolitan areas. 

The general income goal is to facllltate the 
development of job opportunities in rural to 
generate incomes equal in terms of purchas
ing power to those in metropolitan areas. 

Improvement in rural employment follows 
from more jobs, higher sklll levels, and :up
graded mix of jobs, and a higher labor force 
participation rate for women and minorities. 
Attainment of these objectives will require 
a demonstrable annual increase in jobs per 
capita through substantial private capital 
Investment in rural areas over a period of 
many years. 

A substantial increase in nonmetropolitan 
employment opportunities is required just to 
absorb the prospective increase in the resi
dent labor force. During the 1960's, for ex
ample, in the absence of outmlgration there 
would have been an estimated net increase 
In the nonmetrop~litan male labor force of 
two million. This contrasts with an actual 
net increase of 139,000 jobs for males in non- · 
metro areas during the 1960's. Although it is 
risky to equate employment and income goals 
with rates of natural population increase, it 
would seem that the stabilization of rural 
population follows from job creation sufil
clent to absorb natural increa..se in the male 
work force. 

But whether the resulting stabilization of 
or increase in the rural population would be 
in the national interest in coming decades is 
not confil•med. It is risky to arbitrarily equate 
acceptable employment and income goals 
with a.cceptable rates ot distribution of nat
ural population increase. 

Both the private and public sectors have 
major roles in achieving employment and in
come goals. Investment initiatives in and by 
the private sector are a dominant force in 
the process of economic development and in 
lts geographic location. Private Investment 
forces are often strong ln rural counties ad
jacent to urban centers and local considera
tions are of llttle consequence in the process 

of rapid growth. Many remote rural counties fashion. RDS also has succeeded in establish
have encountered difficulty in reversing the ing hundreds of contacts between local 
decline in economic opportunity irrespective community development interests and non
of local aspirations and the availability of USDA sources of assistance, thus facilitating 
Federal program assistance. bringing to bear a greater volume of avail-

Goals for federally generated employment able Federal assistance on rural community 
and income in rural America are related to needs. It would be speculative, however, to 
what Federal assistance can do to stimulate quantify the employment and income in
and complement private, State, and local fiuence of Title V and rural development ef
government investment and action. The gen- forts in the field of human development and 
eral condition of the economy ls a funda- technical assistance. Yet we are confident 
mental determinant of its responsiveness to that such lnfiuence is positive and slgnlfl
local, State, and Federal investment and cant. 
regulatory measures. In addition to such in- All of these factors plus others not yet 
fiuences as fiscal and monetary policy and considered make the setting of realistic 
public works programs, there are many other rural income and employment goals most 
instruments at the disposal of government elusive. Thus, quantification of these goals 
for the improvement of employment and in- ln FY 1975 is confined to the job-producing 
come levels in rural America. These are scat-· expectations associated with funding levels 
tered through the many departments, agen- anticipated for Title I of the Rural Develop
cies, and commissions which implement pro- ment Act. 
grams designed to improve employment and POPVLATION GOALS 

income levels through various direct invest- · The general popi.tiatlon ·goal ts to ·racm
ment, loan, grant, and educational activities. tate a balance between rmal and metrcipoll- · 

As yet, no generally accepted method has tan populations compatible With the overall 
been devised to measure the complementary national goal for quality of life and economic 
effect derived from the fact that two or more health. 
separately administered programs often work , During the 1960's, nonmetro areas pro
in the same target area. Reliable a~ysis o~ du.ced about 2 ninllon new ma.te Job entrants 
the ·total and interrelated impact of all pub- of which only 139,000 occupied nonmetro 
lie programs at work in rural development ls jobs. The remainder-almost 1.8 m.UUon
not now Within the state of the art. Yet such migrated to metropolitan areas. Br oomparl
analysis is necessary before quantitative re- son, the projected growth of labor-force-age 
lationshlps can be establlshed between goal males in nonmetro areas during the 1870's ts 
setting and total program effectiveness ln 2..3 million. The relationship between the 
employment and income creation. magnitude of outmigration from nonmetro• 

On the other hand, it is possible to derive polltan areas during the 1960's ancl the laok 
some results-oriented publlc Investment of significant groWth in the male labor force 
targets, which-though admittedly crude- during the period make lt obvious that sue
can serve as a starting point. For example: cess ·in meeting employment and other ·rural 
It has been estimated that a $20,000 business development goals also will influence rural 
Investment creates one Job. Thus, each •100 _population patterns. 
mllllon ln business and· industrial loans· 
could, in theory. generate 6,000 direct new In recent years, outmlgration from rural 
Jobs. In addition, an undetermined amount America has tapered off and in some areas· 

the migratory trend has been reversed. The 
of indirect . employmen~ ln supporting bust- largest percentage of the population flow 
nesses would also be created. In general, the from cities to smaller communltles has . 
mor~ labor intensive the industy, the lower lodged 1n rural counties that are contiguous 
the average income lev~! becomes. Yet, the to or conveniently proximate to a !J181iropolt-
number of persons employed per loan is a ta. te 
criterion of loon approvai. 'rhus, broad em-· n cen r. But on the whole, even the more 
ployment and income objectives are not . al- r~al counties now have a faster growth rate 
ways in harmony. Assiunlng the' $20,000 figure than do major ~ban centers. There are 
to be subject to such factor's as· infia. tion, the nearly 600 nonmetropolltan countie.s with 

population d89llnlng during 1970-73, com
nature of the proposals received, and other pared with 1,300 in the 1960•8 . This was most 
variables, and assuming · the $300 m1111on pronounced ln the Great Plains: the de
available to FmHA for such loans, the em-
ployment creation goal lies within the range clines in other large groups of counties in 
of 12,000-15,000 new jobs (exclusive of em- the southern Appalachian coal region and ln 
ployment resulting from construction in areas of the Southern Coastal Plain Cotton 
this area, which cannot be determined). Belt have dlmtnished in size and number. 

Furthermore, it is currently anticipated A broad population goal that is consistent 
that obligational authorities for other activi- with other goals related to rural develop
ti d ment ls to facilitate economic and other 

es un. er Title I of the Rural Development quality of life amenities to enable cltlzens 
Act will approximate $600 m1111on in FY 
1975. These funds will generate jobs asso- to choose between a metropolitan or rural 
ciated with the construction, operation, and place of residence. This goal statement does 
maintenance of public fac111ties. Available not imply that a specific population objec
data do not provide a basis for determining tive for rural America should be to absorb 
long-term job creation resulting from these its own natural increase in population or 
loans and grants, however. But in terms of that lt should relieve urban congestion by 
construction alone, it is anticipated that lnfiuencing migration into rural America. 
35,000-42,000 man-years of work will be re- specific rural population objectives should be 
quired to construct the new public facilities. sought only after giving &tudied consldera-

Other activities authorized by the Rural tion of the long-term social and economic 
Development Act are also job-creating. Rural impacts that would result. 
development research and education (Title A key consideration should be land use. 
V) programs, administered by the Exten- There are few restraints on conversion of 
sion Service and the Cooperative state Re- productive farmlands to industrial and rest
search Service, stimulate development by in- dential development. Assuming that enough 
creasing knowledge. These research and edu- land will continue to be made avallable for 
cation efforts will be evaluated for impact needed agricultural production, rural Amer
upon economic and community well-being, lea can easily absorb its own natural popu
but the ultimate results may not be realized lation increase and what Is necessary to aile
in terms of rural development benefits for a viate urban congestion. Conservation and 1m
number of years. In addition, as of Aprlll975, provement of national agricUltural produo
nearly 550 local leaders have been gradu- tion capacity, as a resource key significance 
ated from the National Rural Development to domestic and international well-being. 
Leaders School to return to their commull!- should be 1nteg1·a.ted with population and de
'ties ·with information needed to initiate the velopment policies whether they be urban 
development process in a knowledgeable Gr rural. 
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There are a few States and substate local1-

t1es wherein the rate and nature of devel
opment and population Influx In rural areas 
have been subject to stringent control meas
ures. In the main, such measures are de
signed to conserve residual croplands and 
open space after uncontrolled development 
has already consumed large amounts of land 
that would otherwise be useful for agricul
ture or recreation. 

In gross terms, the overall population of 
rural America has increased despite the out
migration of millions following World War ll 
and, with previoUSly noted exceptions, many 
rural counties axe currently experiencing ac
celerated population growth. Furthermore, it 
should be noted that "rural America." is not 
fixed In space and time; e.g., during the 
1960's. some counties were reclassified from 
nonmetro to metropolitan. 

Except for the southern Appalachian coal 
region, most of the counties experiencing 
population outmigration are economically 
based on a form of agriculture that has con
tinued to become more capital intensive. In 
the Cotton Belt, much of the outmlgration 
has consisted of minority laborers displaced 
by improved farm technology. However, the 
Southern Cotton Belt has good alternative 
economic prospects based on labor force 
avallabllity., and Increasing participation In 
nonfarm economic growth marks the South
ern Coastal Plains area as a whole. 

The southern Appalachian coal region also 
has an improved eoonomic outlook stemming 
from a resurgent demand for coal as an 
energy substitute for on. As In the case of 
the Southern Cotton Belt, private investment 
assJsted by avatlable Federal programs can 
provide the stimulus needed to modify the 
population outflow from the southern Appa
lachian area. 

The Northern Great Plains and the West
ern Corn Belt are characterized by a different 
problem. The economy is solldly based on ag-

. · Jiculture. Ma.ny counties are so distant from 
major markets that manufacturing, unless 
based on agriculture, ts not a strong prospect. 
Population Is sparse and scattered. Water In 
the quantity needed for many industrial ven
'huea 18 often scarce. Unless communities In 
~ae localities can Identify resources and 
aasete that are tnvltattonal to investment, it 
wm be cWftcult to Induce any substantial 
change In the pattern of outmigratlon. 

HOUSING GOALS 

Decent housing for all Americans continues 
to be the national housing goaL Efforts 
needed to achieve thls goal Include replace
ment of substandard rural housing with 
standard-quality housing located where 
people want to live and work. Interim Federal 
rural housing policy empha.slzes more effec
tive use of existing housing and making Fed
eral programs more responsive to those with 
the greatest housing needs. 

<?ne approach to meeting housing needs has 
been public housing. More recently, experi
ments have been initiated with cash assist
ance programs which are designed to gtve 
fam111es greater flexibility In obtafnfng lower 
cost housing. However. when compared to 
need. the level of housing asststance that the 
Government can afford ts small with the 1lm-
1ted resources available. Housing in the quan
tities required can be supplied only by en
couraging private enterprise to bulld hous
ing. whether for owner-occupation or for rent. 
Federal housing pollcles encourage private 
butlding and rely on local controls to restrict 
construction that poses serious environ
mental and aesthetic problems. 

The Department endeavors to assist fami
nes who have the desire and are ftnancla.lly 
able to become rentors or homeowners of 
standar<l housing. This goal enables many 
:famllles to acquire adequate housing and at 
the aame time adds to their and the com
munity'• IIOClal and economic well-belng. 
USDA provides, through FmHA, a counseling 

service for assisted famllies to ensure that 
they will be successful in repaying their 
loans. 

In 1970, there were 8.1 million substandard 
housing units In areas served by FmHA pro
grams. Of these units, 2.6 million lacked 
complete plumbing and 0.5 mlllion were 
dilapidated but had complete plumbing. 
About 81 percent of the substandard housing 
in FmHA areas Is located In open country. 
Sma.ll towns of 1,000-9,999 population have 
nearly 19 percent of the substandard units In 
FmHa areas. In 1974, the addition of places 
of 10,000-20,000 population to FmHA housing 
programs Increased the number of substand
ard housing units in FmHA areas by about 
160,000. About 57 percent of the substandard 
units In FmHA areas are owner-occupied. Of 
those rented, 39 percent involve no payment 
of cash rent. Only 26 percent of the sub
standard units are rented for cash. 

Perhaps the most dire rural housing situ
ation is represented by a Bureau of Indian 
Affairs estimate In their 1974 Housing In
ventory that 7,489 of the 11,302 housing 
units of the Alaskan native population were 
substandard, 6545 of these needed to be re
placed, and the remaining 944 needed renova
tion. An additional 1,976 famllies had no 
housing. The total need for new or Improved 
housing for Alaska's low-Income native pop
ulation was 8.321 units. In addition. 8,000 
residents of rural Alaska obtained their 
water from unprotected wells, streams, tun
dra ponds, or melted Ice, implying the need 
for safe drinking water facUlties, as well 
as bette~ housing. 

USDA"s national goal for FY 191'5 is to 
provide for the construction or renovation 
of approximately 100,000 units of rural hous
ing, at least 40 percent of . which will be 
existing housing . . About one-half of this ef
fort w111 be directed toward ,families with 
the lowest lncome who are eligible for and 
seek assistance under USDA housing pro
grams. Goal atta.ll:unent is largely dependent 
on the degree to which private initiatives 
respond to the availability of USDA housing 
assistance. 
QUALITY OF COMMUNITY FACILiTIES AND ~VICE 

GOALS 

The quality of community facillties and 
services goes hand-in-han<l with economic 
development In making rural America a bet
ter place to live and work. Electric power 
and adequate water and waste disposal sys
tems. transportation systems. and communi
cations fac111t1es are essentia.l to develop
ment activlttes as well as to human con
venience. Some basic S'erVices w111 natu
rally follaw community development; but 
others. such as adequate health and educa
tional services. and to a lesser degree recrea
tional opportunity, are often prerequisite to 
substantial extemal Investment In a small 
community. Federal program assistance In 
the field ot community faCilities and services 
centers largely on these basic needs. Con
sistent with the budgetary priorities as
signed to facllity development, the Federal 
Government has made good progress tn 
meeting the needs of rural America.. 

COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRIC POWER 

The main task of providing electric and 
telephone service to rural residents has 
changed from one of 1nit1ally making ba.slc 
services available to one primarily of making 
qualltative Improvements In service to ex
Isting consumers although there ts continu
ing growth In the number ot consumers 
served. 

In the area of telephone facilities and 
services programs administered by the De
partment's Rural Electrification Administra
tion, the goal for FY 1975 ts to provide 
finanCing for new or tmproved service to an 
estimated 237,000 rural subscribers. (For this, 
$160 million will be financed by the Rural 
Telephone Bank; $200 million will be from 
REA ins'ltred loans; and $200 million wm 

be from REA guarantees of loans from non
REA resources.) The goal tor the REA electric 
program 1B to provide financing for adequate 
electrical service to approximately 430,000 
rural residents and J.nstallation of 1,028 
megawatts ot generating capacity. (Financ
Ing Will be $1,286 million In REA guar
antees of loans and $700 million In REA 
insured loans.) 

WATER AND WASTE SYSTEMS 

In most areas the demand for potable 
community water supplies stems from a 
need to renovate or expand existing systems 
instead of providing new systems In towns 
which lack these facilities completely. Even 
so, the lean years of outmlgratlon since 
World War ll have left many rural commu
nities with deteriorated water and waste 
disposal facilities, and the demand for loans 
and grants to review or expand these systems 
is strong. 

Of the 16,696 communities of 10,000 pop
ulation or less outside urbanized areas, many 
have water and sewer systems, though many 
are below optimum quality. A recent stirvey 
of the FmHA backlog of requests for such 
systems over past years revealed that many 
communities apparently were able to finance 
new or improved systems through other re
sources when Federal assistance coUld ~ not 
be provided. The Implication of these find
ings is that loans will satisfy most commu
nity needs for these facUlties. 

With the funds ava.tlable In FY 1975, the 
USDA goal for water and waste disposal sys
tems is to provide approximately 1,200 new 
or Improved systems serving 1.8 II11llion rural 
residents. (This 1s based on $400 mlllion in 
FmHA loans and $150 mlliion in FmHA 
gran~.) 

Other agencies, such as the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development. Appa
lachian Regional Commission, Economic 
Development Administration. and Environ
mental Protection Agency. also have pro
grams for providing community facilities. 
The Impact of these programs on the needs 
of rural communities for water and waste 
disposal systems cannot be assessed because 
adequate data are not clln'ently available. 

HEALTH SEa VICES 

Generally. there is a severe lack of adequate 
health services in rural America. In addi
tion, provision of better health services 
requires that rural America be able to com
pete with the urban sector In attracting. doc
tors, particularly specialists. Aside from these 
facts, solutions to health care deficiency tn 
rural America remain to be proven by re
search and pllot experiments reqUired for 
large-scale solutions. USDA is working with 
the Department of Health, Education. and 
Welfare to develop broad areas of health 
services and procedures for rural America. 

TRANSPORTATION 

In transportation, USDA will assist the 
Department of Transportation 1n determin
ing how its program and funding will be 
applied In rural America. The objective is to 
provide advice and guidance intended to en
sure that the transportation program effec
tively meets rural transportation needs 
within the intent of the law and the avail
abillty of resources. 

OTHER 

USDA's FY 1975 goal in the area of com
munity facUlty construction and equipment 
1s to provide or upgrade a minimum of 400 
rural community facUlties serving approxi
mately 5.5 mlllion rural residents. Included 
are such services as health, day care for 
children, law enforcement, fire protection, 
libraries, recreation, telephone, and elec
tricity. 

Strengthening of community leadership 1s 
critical to rural development. since commu
nity growth ts most often the product · ~ 
local lnltla.tive. Since active, knowledgeable 
community leadership almost inevitably 
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trans1ates into community services, goals also 
are expressed in this area. One such goal is 
to provide technical support for local rural 
development efforts through at least 1,400 
professional man-years of direct assistance by 
the Extension Service. A realistic estimate 
of the impact of these efforts might be that 
7,000 units of local government will be as
sisted in ultimately making wiser public de
cisions, while some 700,000 citizens will be 
similarly assisted. Some of the goals of RDS 
are to strengthen the technical capacity of 
rural communities to conduct their own de
velopment programs by training 220 rural 
community leaders in two regional sessions 
of the National Rural Development Leaders 
School; coordinate at least 12 interdepart
mental arrangements designed to effect the 
better delivery of Federal services to rural 
America; and provide direct assistance to 
possibly 1,000 rural communities seeking 
Federal resources and technical information 
needed to undertake proposed community 
development projects. 

STATEMENT OF TONY H. DECHANT, PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 

Mr. Chairman, the take-home pay of rural 
Americans' major industry has been cut in 
half over the past year. No other major seg
ment of the national economy in our history 
has been required to take such a deep cut so 
suddenly. The ramifications throughout the 
rural economy from the drop of nearly $20 
billlon (annual rate) in farm proprietors' 
net income have not yet been fully felt. 

Yet we know that rural industry, other 
than farming, recently suffered a doubling of 
unemployment rates in a period of less than 
6 weeks. 

The combined effects of cutting farm in
come in half and rapidly increasing rural 
unemployment form a dismal background for 
your hearings on the lack of implementation 
of the Rural Development Act of 1972. It is 
ironic that this should occur right at the 
time when the U.S. Bureau of Census and 
the New York Times has finally recognized 
the fact that Americans prefer to live in rural 
America, if they could find the means to a 
livelihood. 

But nobody can afford to live in rural 
America very long if his income is cut in 
half over a year's time. The veto and the 
minority vote that killed higher target prices 
and price support loan rates was a blow at 
the heart of rural America-a serious set
back to two decades of bipartisan rural de
velopment efforts. Even if all provisions of 
the Rural Development Act of 1972 had been 
implemented and fully funded it could not 
make up for the drastic drop in farm family 
incomes over the past 18 months. 

The Chairman of your Subcommittee has 
recognized this fact. On the House floor and 
off, he has tried to weld together an alliance 
(or at least an understanding) between the 
Congressional Rural Caucus and represent
atives of densely populated city areas. 

We in Farmers Union have also entered 
such an alliance-with UAW. 

Leonard Woodcock, president of the United 
Auto Workers, has joined Farmers Union in 
the formation of a nationwide Alliance for 
Food, Employment and Resource Policy. 

The announcement was made at a press 
conference preceding Woodcock's appearance 
on the program of the 73rd annual conven
tion of National Farmers Union held during 
the week of March 10 in Portland, Oregon. 

There are three principal goals of the Al
liance for which there is currently no ade
quate national policy. They are: 

To establish a comprehensive farm and 
food policy. 

To put America back to work. 
To allocate scarce resources and credit to 

productive uses. 
We do not have a. comprehensive national 

food pollcy 1n this nation. we have only bits 
and pieces of a food policy and the Presl-

dent and the Secretary of Agriculture are 
determined that no food policy is the best 
food policy. 

Secretary Butz's "market-oriented, boom 
and bust" system characterized by uncer
tainty and violent ups and downs in food 
supplies and prices has been damaging both 
to consumers and farmers. 

So the first thing I must say to you, Mr. 
Chairman, as you consider the state of rural 
development and rural development legisla
tion is that attention be directed toward a. 
national food policy. We must begin now to 
develop such a policy to assure consumers 
of ample food supplies, with provision for 
reserves, and to protect prices and income to 
farmers. 

There is no point in trying to talk about 
increased rural industrialization, more pros
perous business conditions, higher quality 
human and social services in rural America 
if we don't do something about parity of farm 
income. 

The Rural Development Act of 1972 uas 
passed and signed nearly three years ago. Its 
enactment gave a great psychological boost 
to the rural yearning of all American peo
ple-some of which Roy Reed caught in his 
recent New York Times' series of articles. 

Yet, to be perfectly honest, I must say that 
the psychological impact of the Rural De
velopment Act has been more of the spirit 
than of concrete development. 

First, as you well know, implementation of 
even the minor provisions of the Act was 
delayed for nearly a year as the Executive 
Branch hid behind the Congressional ap
propriations process, which the President 
tried to frustrate by requesting grossly in
adequate proportions of the already watered 
down authorization amounts. 

For example, when the Rural Development 
Act was under consideration in Conference of 
the two bodies, the Senate version of the bill 
has provided a modest but significant au
thorization to initiate the important educa
tion and research programs under Title V. 
Before the bill could get out of Conference, 
a veto threat forced the authorized appro
priation for Title V to be cut back so far as 
to be ridiculous. No program of any reason
able kind could have been mounted either 
of rural development extension or badly 
needed rural development research. But even 
here the subsequent budget request was for 
only a. small part of the already ridiculously 
low authorization. 

Qualitatively, Mr. Chairman, probably the 
greatest rip-off on the Rural Development 
Act is the total disregard by the Executive 
Branch of, and its refusal to implement and 
fund, the rural district planning and coordi
nation provisions. This, even at a time when 
Administration spokesmen are exalting 
the essentiality of long-range planning in 
rural America to absorb the rural-bound city 
f0lks and industries that are migrating into 
rural areas. I cite Assistant secretary Ervin's 
recent speeches in Colorado and elsewhere. 

The Rural Development Act requires the 
Secretary of Agriculture to utilize the serv
ices of the State-established multi-county 
rural planning and development districts to 
look over and check out rural industrial and 
community facility loan and grant applica
tions to see how they will fit into the en
vironmental, econoinic, and other long range 
goals and plans of the local rural area. The 
Department of Agriculture not only tried to 
transfer, by regulation, this function from 
local control to a state level bureaucracy, but 
equally bad the Secretary and the President 
have refused even to recognize the expense 
reimbursement provision of the law. Not only 
is this true but it is also true that the Exec
utive Branch has not requested a single dol
lar to implement Section 1U of the Rural De
velopment Act to provide funds to local rural 
development authorities to hire professional 
staff to assist them to formulate and promul
gate long range rural development plans 

against which rural development project ap
plication can be checked out. 

We had thought, when Congress put to
gether the Rural Development package, that 
here for one of the few times in history, we 
had gotten it all together-research, educa
tion, planning, social infrastructure, social 
services, and economic action. I have just 
pointed out neither research, education, nor 
planning have been carried out in any mean
ingful way. 

But neither have been any of the action 
provisions. 

It took the House of Representatives sev
eral major efforts to activate the important 
new rural communities fire protection pro
visions of the Rural Development Act-and 
then only half a loaf. Yet industry and busi
ness cannot prosper in rural America with
out adequate fire protection. 

An even worse fate has met the important 
rural community and rural industrial water 
supply additions made by Title n of the 
Rural Development Act to the watershed pro
tection and resource conservation and devel
opment projects programs. Both have been 
honored mainly by being disregarded. The 
same fate met the rural resource conserva
tion needs inventory provision of the Rural 
Development Act. Congress fully intended 
that these provisions be immediately incor
porated into the ongoing watershed a.nd R, C 
and D project planning and operations. The 
failure to do so has denied rural America. 
of an important source of essential rural 
community water supply and development of 
pure water sources for rural industrializa
tions. This is tragic. It should be implement
ed immediately, by mandatory Congressional 
action if necessary. 

The Administration has given only token 
support to implementing the important Rur
al Development Act amendments to Farmers 
Home Administration legislation. 

The stubborn opposition of the Executive 
Branch to adequate funding for water and 
sewer system grants has dramatized the sit
uation. But what the Administration was 
able to do-delay for 3 years a meaningful 
appropriation-for water and sewer is only 
symbolic of the tragic refusal to meet the 
need for rural industrial and environmental 
quality grants in connection with the im
portant new FHA loan programs initiated by 
the Rural Development Act. 

This is not just a farm issue, not even just 
a part of a program of a farm organization
although it is that-I am aware, for example, 
the Huron, S.D., spurred by its Chamber of 
Commerce, wishes to build an enclosed all
weather downtown shopping mall. To do so 
takes a lot of money and a lot of courage. 
Huron, S.D., is clearly eligible for Rural De
velopment loans and grants. 

Yet this one proposal might well require 
the entire national appropriations for 10 
years-leaving nothing else in the Act for 
anybody else in South Dakota and in the 
49 states and Puerto Rico-and there are 
thousands of Hurons between Alaska and 
Puerto Rico and Hawaii and Maille. 

At the present rate, Mr. Chairman, we are 
kidding ourselves, and we're kidding, but 
not fooling, the public that the Federal Gov
ernment is serious about rural development. 
We have allowed the Executive Branch to 
force and hoodwink us into the most moral
ly dishonest kind of sophistry-we're pre
tending to do something when in fact we 
aren't doing anything to plan, coordinate, 
and move forward with Federal aid to orderly 
rural development. 

As weak as has been Executive Branch re
sponse over the past three years to enact
ment of the Rural Development Act 1n many 
other respects, its utter contempt of Con
gress is best understood by a study of the 
annual rural development goals reports the 
Act requires the Secretary of Agriculture to 
send to Congress each September 1. 

Not one of these reports has been for-
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warded within months of its due date. The 
current annual report is now almost a year 
overdue. Yet some kind of report, prepared 
under contract, has been gathering dust in 
the Office of Management and Budget for 
more than the usual 9-month gestation 
period. Totally as important as the disrespect 
shown Congress by the tardiness of these re
ports-and disrespect if I may say so, Mr. 
Chairman, to your Subcommittee-is the 
utter worthlessness of the reports when 
finally sent forward and their complete dis
regard for the specific instructions contained 
in the law as to what the report shall address 
and contain. 

Mr. Chairman, the Farmers Union, over the 
past 9 years, has been operating a modest 
rura.l development program in some 25 
states-Green Thumb. Utilizing mainly U.S. 
Department of Labor funds, we have been 
supplying a subsidized pool of women and 
men workers to environmental improvement, 
beautification, parks, recreation develop
ment, social services, and community fa
cility improvements. These workers-all 55 
years old and over with pre-Green Thumb 
income below the official poverty line-con
tribute not only free labor to local rural 
government and nonprofit private rural de
velopment undertakings-building ski trails, 
hiking trails and town halls, picnic shel
ters, water works, assisting library, school, 
and hospitals staffs, law enforcement per
sonnel, and manning rural mass transit bus 
lines-Green Thumbers also, spend their 
increased wages on Main Street where the 
typical dollar goes through upwards of seven 
cash registers before it is sent out of town. 
The increased well-being and self-esteem of 
rural oldsters is marked but even more so 
is the great contribution they are making to 
more rapid rural development. 

We welcomed Section 602 of the Rural 
Development Act as a new friend in court 
for Green Thumb. Unfortunately we must 
report to you that we have seen absolutely 
no evidence of any effort whatsoever on the 
part of the Secretary of Agriculture to use 
his good offices on behalf of older rural 
Americans-either in the grant programs 
of the Administration on Aging (Dept. of 
HEW) nor the rural older worker programs 
of the Manpower Administration of the U.S. 
Department of Labor. 

In fact, except for Congress, Green Thumb 
would already have been terminated. More
over, we hear a move is underway in the Man
power Administration to abolish and ter
minate the Rural Manpower Service (for
merly Farm Placement Service) . And we 
fear that an innovative demonstration of a 
companion cooperative multidepartmental 
rural development manpower education and 
training service may be terminated on June 
30 for lack of funding, in the face of near
ly 10-years highly popular and successful 
operation. 

Mr. Chairman in all honesty, I must say to 
you the immediate outlook for the Federal 
Government playing any significant role in 
rural development is most gloomy. Farm in
come is still dropping-the support level 
cushion is so low that farm income this year 
can fall much further. 

Except for these hearings, and similar ones 
in the Senate, and the recent vitality of the 
Congressional Rural Caucus, we see no really 
encouraging signs of activity in either the 
Executive Branch or the Congress to pursue, 
expand, and push the attainment of the ob
jectives of the Rural Development Act of 
1972. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish that I could have 
been more optimistic in this statement. Rural 
America continues to grow faster than non
rural America. National population and the 
nation's business and industry are moving 
to rural areas. However, rural areas, so far, 
are not well prepared to accept them and 
make the best use of them or provide them 
with decent, safe, and sanitary housing con
ditions, much less those facilities and serv-

ices that are culturally satisfying and so
cially attractive. 

Because of the stubborn, if subtle, recal
citrance on the part of the President of the 
United States and the Secretary of Agricul
ture, the Federal Government is doing prac
tically nothing to fulfill the promise to rural 
America set forth by Congress in the Rural 
Development Act of 1972. 

PRESIDENT FORD REJECTS COUN
CIL'S ADVICE ON OLDER AMER
ICANS 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, Congress 

established in 1973 a Federal Council on 
Aging. 

One of its prime functions was to ad
vise and assist the President on matters 
relating to the special needs of older 
Americans. 

In a report issued earlier this year, the 
Council attempted to fulfill that purpose 
in an annual report. It urged the Presi
dent to reconsider administration policy 
on budget cutbacks which would have 
affected the elderly in very direct ways. 

Last week, President Ford commented 
on the Council recommendations and 
bluntly rejected the good advice given 
to him. His message to the Congress was 
all-too-representative of the negative at
titude so often expressed by this admin
istration on issues affecting the elderly 
of this Nation. 

It is bitterly unfortunate that the Pres
ident, in his very first exchange of views 
with the Council, saw no need to alter 
any administration policy to any degree 
at all. 

Indeed, the President seemed to go out 
of his way to slight the Council. 

He said: 
The perspective and recommendations of 

this report are limited to a particular area 
of interest and advocacy. 

The report does not refiect the administra
tion's policies, which must refiect a broader 
range of responsibilities and prioritities. 

In other words, President Ford seems 
to say, administration policy is fixed and 
cannot be swayed by facts or the opinions 
of worthy and highly informed people. 

The membership of the Federal Coun
cil is expert; it is compassionate; and it 
is charged with a heavy responsibility 
by the Congress. Mr. President, I ask un
animous consent that the Council mem
bership be inserted at the end of these 
remarks. 

What advice did that Council give to 
the President? It is very similar to posi
tions taken by members of the Senate 
Committee on Aging and by other Mem
bers of the Congress. 

Specifically, the Council referred to a 
letter sent to the President in December 
to express "deep concern" about the fi
nancial burden that would fall upon the 
elderly as a result of the reductions the 
administration would incorporate in the 
upcoming administration budget. 

In its report on March 31 of this year, 
the Council reiterated its concern: 

We continue to be distressed about the 
apparent lack of conside1·ation for the eco
nomic plight of the elderly as refiected in 
Administration proposals for the 1976 Fiscal 
Year budget. Cutbacks in Federal monies for 
social services for the elderly and ceilings on 
benefit programs financed from Social Insur
ance Trust funds are particularly burden-

some to his age group. Many of their finan
cial assets are tied to fixed sources while their 
needs are mobile. 

We recommend that the President recon
sider the serious effect of these fiscal pro
posals on the elderly of this Nation with their 
urgent humanitarian needs. 

Congress has certainly agreed with key 
points of the Council's appraisal. My 
1·esolution to express Senate disapproval 
of the President's plan to limit a social 
security cost-of-living increa-se to 5 per
cent--when, under law, 8 percent was 
due-was overwhelmingly adopted. The 
administration's plan to increase the cost 
of medicare to elderly participants was 
rebuffed by the Congress. Proposed cut
backs in the Older Americans Act, food 
stamps, and other programs have been 
staunchly resisted by the Cong.ress and, 
in particular, by the Appropriations 
Committees in each House. 

Mr. President, to provide additional in
formation on what the Senate Commit
tee on Aging's annual report describes 
as an administration strategy on cut
backs, I ask unanimous consent that my 
preface to that report and chapter 1 be 
printed at the conclusion of these re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, that re

port, I might add, includes a chapter 
reassessing administration positions and 
programs related to improvement of 
nursing home care. This is no small 
matter, since more than half of the $7.5 
billion total for such care in the United 
States is paid from Federal funds. Once 
again, the report had to conclude that 
the administration is presiding over a 
failure in public policy in long-t-erm 
care. 

A similar complaint was made by the 
Federal Council on Aging in its March 
report: 

The Council urges legislative action to de
velop high standards of safety and care in 
nursing homes. At the same time, it is essen
tial that assistance be provided to enable 
facilities to meet such standards, especially 
those homes serving minorities and the poor. 

Much the same statement ha-s been 
emphatically made by the Subcommittee 
on Long-Term Care of the Senate Com
mittee on Aging. In reports issued since 
last November, the subcommittee has 
urged the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare to meet congressional 
mandates intended to upgrade nursing 
home care. One report, to be issued in 
the near future, provides extensive de
tail on HEW shortcomings in protecting 
nursing home patients against fatal fires. 

In his response to the Council yester
day, President Ford simply defended the 
status quo. 

About nursing homes, he said: 
The Council specifically recommends "leg

islative action to develop high standards of 
safety and care in nursing homes." The De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
has set high standards of nursing home care 
and safety that must be met by nursing 
homes participating in the Medicare and 
Medicaid programs. The enforcement of 
thooe standards is one of my Administra
tion's highest priorities. Federal funds pay 
100 percent of the costs of inspection to 
monitor compliance with these standards. 
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The Federal Government pays its share of 
the costs of meeting nursing home stand
ards through health care financing programs, 
primarily medicare and medicaid. Financial 
assistance is also made available by the De
partment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment to assist nursing homes in meeting 
selected fire safety standards. 

About retrenchment on programs on 
aging, the President had this to say: 

The Council also expressed its concern 
about the level of funding for programs to 
assist the elderly. I sympathize with this 
concern, but I am determined to reduce 
the burden of inflation on our older citizens, 
and that effort demands that Government 
spending be limited. Inflation is one of the 
cruelest and most pervasive problems facing 
older Americans so many of whom live on 
fixed incomes. A reduction of inflation, there
fore, 1s in the best interests of all Americans 
and would be of particular benefit to the 
aging. 

In other words, the President is say
ing that the older Americans-the 
hardest-hit victims of inflation-should 
be patient and ignore the very real facts 
of life they face every day. 

They should ignore the fact that the 
high cost-of-living is especially severe 
in housing, health care, food, and trans
portation. 

They should ignore this even though 
they spend disproportionately more of 
their income in those four areas than do 
other age groups. 

They should ignore the fact that 
poverty 1s actually increasing in the up
per age brackets to startling levels. 

On that last point, Mr. President, new 
statistics just obtained by the Commit
tee on Aging staff indicate that poverty 
1s on the upswing for aged and aging 
Americans because of the administra
tion's disastrous and misguided economic 
policies. 

During the past year, poverty for 
persons in the 45 to 60 age category has 
increased by nearly 200,000-from 2.4 
million to 2.6 million. 

Two reasons have accounted for this 
alarming trend: Rampant inflation and 
an unacceptably high level of unemploy
ment. 

Yet, President Ford wanted to phase 
out a community service jobs program 
for older workers. 

For persons 60 and above there has 
been a slight improvement in the income 
picture because of congressional insist
ence that a two-step, 11 percent social 
security increase be enacted into law in 
1974. 

The White House, however, used every 
resource at its disposal to block this 
measure. And, if the administration had 
prevailed, there certainly would have 
been more older Americans in poverty 
than now. 

In the face of all this, President Ford's 
only reply-to the Congress, the Federal 
Council, and to the elderly people of this 
Nation-is that he is standing pat. He 
says he is concerned about inflation, and 
yet he will do nothing more to help its 
hardest hit victims. 

Once again, he defends an administra
tion which is rapidly establishing one of 
the most negative records on aging of 
any that I can remember, even includ
ing that of Mr. Ford's predecessor. 

ExHIBIT 1 
ATrACHMENT 1; MEMBERS, FEDERAL COUNCIL 

ON AGING 
Bertha S. Adkins, Chairperson, o! Oxford. 

Maryland, former Under Secretary of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel
fare. 

Dorothy Louise Devereux, of Honolulu, 
Hawaii, former Member of the Hawaii State 
House of Representatives. 

Carl Eisdorfer, M.D., Ph.D., of Seattle, 
Washington, Professor and Chairman, De
partment of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sci
ences, University of Washington and Past 
President of the Gerontological Society. 

Charles J. Flahey, The Reverend Monsig
nor, of Syracuse, New York, Director of the 
Catholic Charities for the Roman Catholic 
Diocese of Syracuse and President-Elect of 
the American Association of Homes for the 
Aging. 

John B. Martin, of Chevy Chase, Mary
land, former Commissioner on Aging, Spe
cial Consultant to the American Association 
of Retired Persons and the National Retired 
Teachers Association. 

Frank B. Henderson, of Worthington, 
Pennsylvania, Director, Nutrition Services, 
Armstrong County Community Action 
Agency. 

Frell M. Owl, of Cherokee, North Carolina, 
Retired from the Bureau of Indian Affatrs; 
Member of the Indian Advisory Council of 
the United states Senate Special Commit
tee on Aging. 

Lennie-Marine P. Tolliver, of Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma. Professor and Associate Di
reoto~. School of Sooial Work, the University 
of Oklahoma. 

Charles J. Turrisi, of Norfolk, Virginia, re
tired as Geneml Superintendent of Malls of 
Norfolk. He 1s legislative chairman for the 
Norfolk Chapters of the National Associa
tion of Retired Federal Employees and the 
American Assocla.tlon o! Retired Persons. 

Seldon G. Hill, of Orlando, Florida, 1s a 
member of the Advisory Board of the Florida 
State Division on Aging. He was Assistant 
Director of the War Manpower Commission 
of the U.S. Civil Service Commissioner. 

Nelson Hale Cruikshank, of the District of 
Columbia, President, National Council of 
Senior Citizens. Former Director of Depart
ment of Social Security, AFL-CIO. 

Sharon Masaye Fujii, of Santa. Monica, 
California, Vice President of Gerontological 
Planning Associates. 

Hobart C. Jackson, of Philadelphia, Penn
sylvania, Executive Vice President Stephen 
Smith Geriatric Center and Administrator 
of the S~ephen Smith Home for the Aged. 
Mr. JackSon was the founder of the Caucus 
of the Black Aged and presently serves as 
Chairman. 

Garson Meyer, of Rochester, New York, 
former Chief Chemist, Eastman Kodak and 
the President Emeritus of the National 
Council on the Aging. 

Bern-ard E. Nash, of Camp Springs, Mary
land, Executive Director of the National Re
tired Teachers Association and the Ameri
can Association of Retired Persons. 
ATTACHMENT Two: PREFACE AND CHAPTER ONE 

FROM: DEVELOPMENTS IN AGING: 1974 AND 
JANUARY-APRn. 1975-ANNUAL REPORT, U.S. 
SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING JUNE 
1975 

PREFACE 
Older Americans are waging a daily strug

gle against the high cost of living. 
That fact was documented in last year 's 

annual report by this committee. 
It is documented again in this report, 

which shows how rises in rents and property 
taxes, utility bills, transportation costs, 
health charges, and food prices are hitting 
'the elderly even harder than was the case a 
year ago. 

In addition, the elderly are faced by an-

other difficulty: a determined and persistent 
effort by the present administration to cut 
back on programs essential for the wen
being of our senior population. 

This administration attitude is certainly 
not new. Previous annual reports have told, 
in some detail, of earlier efforts to gut or 
significantly reduce Federal commitments on 
aging. 

But in 1974 and so far in 1975, administra
tion negativism has flared up in new and sig
nificant ways. 

Of greatest concern was the administra
tion position calling for a reduction in a 
Social Security benefit due in July. That 
increase was authorized by a 1972 law which 
established a cost-of-living adjustment 
mechanism meant to assure, once and for all, 
that Social Security could be increased as a 
matter of course when triggered by higher 
living costs. The increase due in July under 
terms of the 1972 law, as amended, will be 8 
percent. But the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare has vehemently insisted 
that the Congress should pass a law provid
ing only 5 percent. 

The Secretary has never convinced me 
there is a real rationale for his proposal; he 
certainly has never persuaded me that Social 
Security recipients don't need the full 8 per
cent. Early in the year, therefore, I intro
duced a resolution expressing congressional 
disapproval of the 5 percent proposal. More 
than a majority of Senators joined me; on 
May 6 the Senate passed it. HEW Secretary 
Caspar Weinberger, even then. maintained 
h1s position. Grudgingly, he announced on 
May 15 that the administration would obey 
the la,w; the Social Security checks due in 
July will indeed reflect an a-percent increase.1 

The Social Security position 1s just one 
of many disturbing administration actions 
described in the following report. Its chap
ters tell of proposed assaults on Medicare, of 
efforts to cut funds already appropriated for 
the Older Americans Act, of continuing ad
ministration resistance to genuine nursing 
home reform, and reluctance to implement 
a desperately needed program to provide 
housing for the elderly, just to mention a 
few. (See chapter I: for a summary of what 
is described as an administration strategy 
of cutbacks on aging, and individual chap
ters for discussion of specific items in greater 
detail.) 

It becomes clear that the administration 
is asking the Congress to take unacceptable 
actions and then blaming the Congress when 
Congress will not accept them. 

Perhaps the administration is indulging 
in a game of budgetary politics, making im
possible requests in the name of budget
cutting solely for the purpose of saying that 
Congress, by rejecting them, is increasing 
the deficit. 

Or perhaps the administration is genuinely 
blind to the real and desperate problems 
faced by so many older Americans. 

Whatever the reasons, the administration 
is failing to perform one of its most impor
tant functions: to act as an advocate on 
behalf of people. 

1 The Los Angeles Times, on May 16, de
scribed Secretary Weinberger as critical of 
the Congress for not limiting the mandated 
Social Security benefit increase to 5 percent . 
:::t also quoted him as saying that the $2.2 
billion difference between an 8 percent and 
5 percent increa~e would be "a substantial 
addition to the already large Federal budget 
deficit." Senator Chtuch-sponsor of a bill 
(S. 3143) to remove the Social Security Ad
ministration from the Department of Health , 
Education, and Welfare-has been critical of 
the current practice of including Social Se
curity payments in the "unified budget" of 
the Federal Government. He argues that So
cial Security payments are almost completely 
financed from trust funds and should not be 
included in general revenue operations. 
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The Congress, concerned as its Members 

are about the mounting Federal budget and 
accompanying deficits, must exercise careful 
judgment in making its decision ·on national 
priorities. It must steer a balanced course: 
refusing to accept cutbacks which in the 
long run cost more than they save, a.nd 
yet looking for genuine economies wherever 
they may be found or developed. 

Despite administration-congressional con
filets on several major issues related to aging, 
the following report discusses encouraging 
progress on a number of important fronts. 
It notes, for example, that the Older Ameri
cans Act appears to be on the verge of ex
tension and improvement. There now appears 
to be more momentum than ever before for 
nursing home reform and for other forms 
of care and assistance intended to reduce 
institutionalization. Legislative enactments 
related to transportation are at an all-time 
high, even though there is reason for con
cern about delays in implementation. (Addi
tional examples of proud congressional 
directives, followed by lags in actual per
formance by the executive branch, will be 
found frequently in the following pages.) 

For all of the frustrations, it is encourag
ing to see very direct evidence that increas

. ing numbers of Americans care--and care 
deeply-about issues related to aging. 

In many communities, retired persons are 
organizing into action groups intended to 
make life more satisfying for people m the 
later years of life. Part-time, paid seniors are 
putting their talents to good use in the serv
ice of others, and Congress is now consider
ing a broadening of such community serv
ice programs. Participants in the Retired 
Senior Volunteer Program have a spirit which 
inspires me every time I encounter RSVP 
firsthand. Area agencies on aging are now 
at work in more than 400 locales; they are 
struggling with insufficient resources, but 
they are devoting full-time attention to 
community action and coordination. And 
people are talking more about aging; news
papers and television carry stories not only 
about the problems that come with age but 
also about the achievements of aging people. 

There is progress being made, the kind of 
progress which comes with understanding. 

And understanding, after all, is a precious 
commodity. It was helped along in 1971 with 
a White House Conference on Aging. It may 
be helped along once again with a similar 
conference in 1981, since such national as
semblages traditionally take place every 10 
years. But 1981is a long time from now, and 
it may well be that we should not wait 10 
years for another look at where we are. For 
that reason, I hope that readers of this re
port pay special heed to its final chapter. 
There, it is pointed out that the year 1976 
will be mid-way between White House Con
ferences on Aging. The chapter asks whether 
some productive action should be taken 
next year to mark the fifth anniversary of the 
1971 conference, and it asks for ideas about 
how this should be done. Personally, I join in 
asking for suggestions. It seems to me that 
a miniature or repeat version of the 1971 
conference would do little good at this point; 
we still have a long way to go before we come 
anywhere near fulfilling recommendations 
made then. But some form of stocktaking 
could be useful in 1976. The questions are: 
what form should it take, and how can it 
take place without diverting energy and re
sources from other important activities? 

Answers to those questions are needed. 
Nineteen hundred and seventy six, the year 
of the National Bicentennial celebration, 
could also be a year in which important 
issues related to our national future could 
be answered or at Iea,st faced up to more 
clearly than they now are. That is true of 
problems affecting all age groups. It is espe
cially true of those that now so seriously 
trouble so many older persons in this Nation. 

FRANK CHURCH, 
Chairman, Special Committee on Aging. 

CHAPTER. I: THE ADMINISTRATlON STRATEGY 
FOR CUTBACKS IN AGING 

Quite often, annual reports issued by this 
committee tell of congressional actions on 
aging in the face of administration reluc
tance or counter-proposals. 

Last year, for example, Developments in 
Aging: 1973 and January-March 1974, told of 
Nixon administration resistance to an 11 
percent, 2-part increase in Social Security 
benefits (Chapter I, p. 8). It also described 
an Administration tax package which would 
have-in the view of Congress-helped very 
few low-income elderly (Chapter II, pp. 32-
33) . Other bipartisan congressional criticism 
was directed at an Administration proposal 
to raise medicare costs for elderly partici
pants (Chapter III, pp. 40-41); Administra
tion failure to take a leadership role in nurs
ing home reform (Chapter IV); Administra
tion opposition to congressional inltiatives 
on housing for the elderly (Chapter V, pp. 
82-91); and, on several other matters, what 
appeared to be negative attitudes toward 
specific proposals or programs. 

Many similar points of conflict have arisen 
in the 12 months which have just passed. 

It is argued from the Office of Manage
ment and Budget-as well as from the White 
House and individual Federal agencies-that 
cutbacks in existing programs, or freezes 
against new ones, are essential during 
troubled economic times. 

Members of Congress have argued, how
ever, that good judgment and compassion 
must be built into all budget-making and 
budget-cutting decisions. 

They also see an unfortunate trend in the 
making. As is so often charged in both 
Houses of the Congress, "The Administra
tion is attempting to balance the budget on 
the backs of the elderly." 

What follows in this chapter is a summary 
of Administration-Congressional disagree
ment in a few key areas in order to docu
ment what must be regarded as a hardening 
of Administration attitudes on matters of 
vital importance to older Americans. 

Later chapters will deal with other issues 
in greater detail. 

I. THE SOCIAL SECURITY PICTURE 

Nearly every American has a. very direct 
and important stake in the Social Security 
system. 

More than 90 percent of all persons 65 or 
older are now eligible for monthly benefits. 
Approximately 100 million workers contribute 
to Social Security. In return, they build 
credits toward future benefits for themselves 
and their families. 

To a very large degree, the Social Security 
system is a. compact between the people of 
the United States and their Government. The 
Federal Government stands in the position 
of a trustee for those who have built up 
rights during their working years. 

Social Security is also vastly different from 
the general revenue operations of the Federal 
Government. The cash benefits program,t for 
example, is almost entirely self-financing
paid for by earmarked contributions from 
employees, employers, and self-employed per
sons. These contributions are placed in sepa
rate t1·ust funds and can be used for only two 
purposes: payment of benefits and the ad
ministrative expenses. 

These points were further underscored 
when the Congress enacted an automatic ad
justment mechanism 2 to make Social Secu
rity infia.tion-proof and to protect the elderly 
from the uncertainties of the political proc
ess. This automatic escalator provision was 
initially scheduled to apply to checks 
delivered in February 1975. But, it will now 
come into operation for checks received in 
July 1975 under recent amendments a to the 
Social Security Act. 

These factors have all provided powerful 
reasons to discourage ·tampering with the 

Footnotes at end of article. 

automatic adjustment mechanism, or down
grading benefit outlays from the trust funds. 

Nevertheless, the Administration apparent
ly has launched a campaign to control so
called "uncontrollable" spending, and thus 
give the appearance of improving the over
all fiscal picture under the unified budget. 
Former Office of Management and Budget Di
rector, Roy Ash, was at the vanguard in this 
strategy.4. 

This rationale and earlier Administration 
pronouncements provided the basis for Presi
dent Ford's proposal to place a 5 percent ceil
ing on the July 1975 Social Security cost-of
living increase, instead of the 8.7 percent 
projected rise.3 When asked at a news con
ference whether his proopsal would force the 
elderly "to assume an unfair burden of the 
hardship and sacrfiices," President Ford gave 
this response: 

"I think it is proper to indicate that I am 
not requesting Congress to keep the Social 
Security payments at the present level. I am 
saying that in order to have a total effort in 
this country, to combat lnfiation and to help 
the economy, that there should be a 5-per
cent increase, but no more." & 

Several Members of Congress quickly op
posed the Administration's proposal, which 
would have reduced Social Security benefits 
by more than $2.5 billion. Individuals would 
lose more than $80, on the average, than 
would be the case under the 8.7 percent 
increase. 

AVERAGE MONTHLY SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS 
(Dec. 31, 1974) 

Present Present 
law rate law rate 

increased increased 
Present by 5 by 8.7 

Beneficiary law rate percent percent' 

Retired worker alone ____ $183 $193 $200 
Retired couple, both re-

ceiving benefits •••••• .: 312 329 341 Aged widow ____________ 177 187 194 

1 Projected cost-of-living increase for checks received in July 
1975 under the formula in Public Law 93-233. 

Source: Social Security Administration. 

Senator Frank Church, Chairman of the 
Senate Special Committee on Aging, gave 
this assessment: 

Once again, it lllustrates the Ford admin
istration's fundamental misunderstanding of 
social insurance programs, such as social se
curity. 

And, this recommendation clearly shows a 
willingness on the part of the administra
tion to change the rules of the game for the 
elderly after it has already begun.7 

Additionally, Senators Church, Kennedy, 
Mondale, and Williams introduced S. Con. 
Res. 2 which expressed congressional opposi
tion to legislation imposing a ceiling on the 
cost-of-living increase. Allin all, 54 Senators 
sponsored this mea.sure.8 The strong biparti
san support generated for S. Con. Res. 2 vir
tually assures Social Security beneficiaries 
that they Will receive the full amount of the 
cost-of-living adjustment, as authorized by 
law.o The resolution would also have the 
effect of nullifying the Administration's 
proposed 5 percent lid on increases in the 
Supplemental Security Income standards 
this July, since the SSI automatic escalator 
provision is pegged to the Social Security 
automatic adjustment mechanism. 

n. · THE MEDICARE PICTURE 

Enactment of Medicare in 1965 was an his
toric victory for the Nation's elderly. But 
despite its valuable protection, Medicare's 
coverage has been whittled away by rising 
prices and administrative regulations. ' 

The proportion of an aged's medical care 
expenses reimbursed by Medicare has fallen 
from 45.5 percent in fiscal 1969 to 38.1 per
cent in 1974. And the prospects are for fur
ther steep declines in the immediate future. 
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Deductible and other charges under 

Medicare have also risen sharply. The Part 
A Hospital Insurance deductible has jumped 
from $40 in 1966 to $92 in 1975, representing 
a 130 percent increas&. This rise in out-of
pocket payments has produced spillover ef
fects because coinsurance payments for hos
pitalization (for persons hospitalized from 6 
to 150 days during a spell of illness) and ex
tended. car& (for persons in nursing homes 
from 21 to 100 days) are based u pon the Pa1·t 
A deductible amount.to 

Premium charges for Supplementary Med
ical Insurance have more than doubled since 
1966, increasing from $3 to $6.70 per month. 
On an annual basis for an eld&ly couple, 
Part B protection now costs $160.80. And, the 
Part B deductible has risen by 20 percent 
since Medicare became law, from $50 to $60.u 

The net impact is that the elderly now pay 
more in out-of-pocket payments for medical 
care than the year before Medicare became 
law. 

The aged's per capita direct payments 
amounted to $311 in fiscal 1973, or $74 more 
than the year preceding the effect.ive date of 
Medicare .I' 

Yet, both the Nixon and Ford Administra
tions have proposed legislation to cut back 
Medicare coverage by saddling the elderly 
with new and potentially onerous costs. In 
part, these recommendations may assume 
that the elderly are now in a better financial 
position to absorb additional charges because 
of Social Security increases enacted into law 
since 1969. The most recent Administration 
pronouncement on this subject came this 
February in the fiscal 1976 budget message 
which called for enactment of legislation to 
modify Medicare's cost-sharing structure to 
provide: ( 1) A coinsurance charge under 
Part A equal to 10 percent of all charges 
above the deductible amount on all covered 
services (now the elderly pay a $92 deductible 
and nothing thereafter for covered hospital 
services until the 61st day of hospitaliza
tion); (2) an increase in the Part B deduct
ible from $60 to $70, and rising thereafter in 
proportion to the percentage increase in So
cial Security benefits; (3) a 10 percent coin
surance charge on hospital-based physician 
services a.nd home health services; and (4) 
a ceiling of $750 per benefit for a patient's 
payments urider Part A and a $750 limitation 
per calendar year for Part B. The Adminis
tration projected that these measures would 
reduce medicare outlays by nearly $1.3 bil
lion in fiscal 1976. 

Almost identical recommendations were 
urged on November 26, 1974 when the admin
istration presented its "Revised Fiscal Year 
1975 budget." The administration's proposal 
would have added nearly $425 million to the 
medical and hospital bills of the elderly and 
disabled during the present fiscal year. Sena
tor Church objected, pointing out that the 
primary purposes was to create a misleading 
impression about the general budget picture. 
He said: 

"If protection under the hospit al insurance 
program were to be reduced-a proposition I 
strongly oppose--it would be only fair to 
reduce the contributions for the protection. 

"Therefore, this is solely a maneuver to 
present a better general budget picture than 
in fact exists. What would happen if this pro
posal were to be adopted is that the excess 
collections from hospital insurance--excess 
because of the reduction in the protection 
furnished-would be borrowed by the Treas
ury for general purposes and bonds in a like 
amount issued to the hospital insurance 
trust fund. This is no way to 'balance the 
budget.' 

"There is no deficit in hospital insurance 
financing. In fact, the program is overfi
nanced for many, many years into the 
future." 18 

Footnotes at end of article. 

m. TRZ FOOD STAMP PICTURE 

Nearly 15 million persons participate in the 
Food Stamp program. Approximately 14 per
cent of the participants are 60 years of age 
or over, and about 10 percent are 65 or over. 

As a. part of a plan to trim the fiscal 1975 
budgetary deficit and control infiation, the 
Administration proposed regulations on De
cember 6 to cut back Food Stamp benefits. All 
Food Stamp households (except those not re
quired to pay because they have little or no 
income) would pay 30 percent of their in
come t<> purchase Food Stamps (effective 
March 1, 1975) under the Administration's 
proposal. Approximately 95 percent of all 
recipients--or over 14 million persons-would 
pay more under t he new plan. 

Net monthly 
income 

Household of 1-
Price paid for $46 
of stamps each 
month · 

Price 
Current under 

price new plan 

$25___ ___ ______ _ $1 $7.50 
$35____ _____ ____ 4 10.50 
$45_____________ _ 6 13.50 
$55__________ ___ 8 16.50 
$65________ _____ 10 19.50 
$85_____ __ ____ __ 14 25.50 
$105_____ __ _____ 18 31.50 
$125_____ ____ ___ 24 37.50 
$145____ ____ __ __ 30 43.50 
$1651______ _____ 33 49.50 
$185 ____ ------ - - 36 55.50 
$205 __ _ -- -- -- --- - -- -- -------------- -
$225 ____ -- - -- ------------------- - ---
$245 ___ -- --------------- - ---- - ----- -
$265 __ --- -------------------------- 
$275_ - - -- - ----- - --------------- - ----

Household of 2-
Price paid for $84 
of stamps each 
month 

Price 
Current under 

price new pi an 

$1 
4 
7 

10 
12 
18 
23 
29 
35 
38 
44 
50 
56 
62 
64 
64 

$7.50 
10.50 
13.50 
16.50 
19.50 
25.50 
31.50 
37.50 
43.50 
49.50 
55.50 
61.50 
67.50 
73.50 
79.50 
82.50 

1 All individuals with net monthly income of $154 and above 
would have to pay more for Food Stamps than they would 
receive, and would hence be removed from the program. 

Source: Community Nutrition Institute. 

At present, nearly all individual parti~i
pants pay from 15 to 20 percent of their 
income for Food Stamps. And, most couples 
pay from 15 to 20 percent of their income 
for these coupons.u 

Leading authorities---£uch as the Commu
nity Nutrition Institute-estimated that a 
very substantial percentage of elderly per
sons would drop out of the program under 
the Administration's plan because: 

1. The Food Stamp benefit would be too 
small or perhaps disappear altogether. 

2. Many recipients would not be able to 
afford the increased cost, especially as in
:H.ation intensifiies. 

One Department of Agriculture official in
formed the Community Nutrition Institute 
that conceivably one-half of all aged indi
viduals and couples might be forced to leave 
the program because of the increased 
charges.m 

The Congress responded promptly during 
the beginning of the 94th Congress by pass
ing overwhelmingly legislation (H.R. 1589) 
to prohibit a.n increase in charges for Food 
Stamps for 1975.18 President Ford announced 
on February 13, that he would allow the bill 
to become law without his signature.17 

rv. CUTBACKS OR THREATS OF CUTBACKS 
ELSEWHERE 

On other fronts the Administration 
launched a far-reaching attack to reduce 
Federal expenditures-both as a part at the 
revised fiscal 1975 budget and the new budg
et for F.Y. 1976.18 

On January 30, 1975, President Ford sub
mitted a rescission message, calling for pro
posed cutbacks in appropriations already 
made by the Congress for fiscal year 1975. 

Among t.he major rescissions for aging 
programs: 

1. A $9 million cutback for the Title UI 
State and Community Programs under the 
Older Americans Act, from the Congres-

slona.l appropriation o! $105 m1ll1on to the 
Administration's budget request of $96 miJ,o 
lion. a 

2. Elimination of funding for Title IV 
training. The Congress had previously ap
proved $8 mlllion in the Fiscal 1975 Labor
HEW Appropriations Act. 

3. A $25.4 million reduction for the nutri
tion program for the elderly, from $125 mil
lion ro to $99.6 million. 

4. Impoundment of the entire Congres
sional $12 million appropriation n for the 
Older American Community Service Em
ployment Act. 

5. A reduction in the budgeted amount for 
the National Institute on Aging, from $15.74 
million to $14.1 million. 

Congressional approval is now required un
der t~e Congressional Budget and Impound
ment Control Act 22 for all executive actions 
to withhold funds from programs. Now both 
the- House and senate must pass a rescission 
bill within 45 days of the President's pro
posed rescission; otherwise, the funds must 
be spent by the Administration. 

The Congress did not, however, enact re
scission legislation to, in effect, ratify the 
President's proposed impoundments. Thus, 
the Administration is obligating or preparing 
to obligate this money to carry out the intent 
of Congress, as expressed in appropriation 
bills.m 

For the most part the fiscal 1976 budget 
funding requests are similar to the fiscal 1975 
Administration requests. But for discretion
ary spending for aging programs, funding at 
the prior year's level would really be tanta
mount to a reduction because of the double
digit, inflation which has driven up program 
and administrative costs. 

The new budget proposes a funding level 
for AoA programs that is identical to the fis
cal 1975 request: $202.6 million. However, 
this estimate represents a $42.4 mlllion cut
back compared with the fiscal 1975 appro
priation level. And, it would also constitute 
the lat·gest dollar and percentage reduction 
1n the entire history of the Older Americans 
Act. Nearly a $1.8 million reduction 1n fund
ing is recommended in the new budget for 
ACTION's aging programs. 

ACTION'S AGING PROGRAMS 

fin millions of dollars) 

RSVP------------ ----
Foster grandparents 

and senior com-panions _________ __ • 
SCORE/ACE__ ________ 

Authoriza
tion fiscal 

1976 

20 

40 
(~) 

TotaL. __ - --- ----- ___ - -----

Budget 
request 

fiscall976 

17.5 

127.57 
.4 

45.47 

Appropria
tion fisCal 

1975 

15. 98 

130.84 
.4 

47.22 

t ~5,930,00Q for foster grandparents and $1,640,000 for 
semor compamons. 

s ~28,280,00Q for foster grandparents and $2,560,000 for 
semor compamons. 

t Open-ended authorization (such sums as are necessary). 

For the third consecutive year the Admin
istration has not requested any funding for 
Senior Opportunities and Services u or the 
Older American Community Service Employ
ment Act. However, more than 1 million el
derly persons are served under SOS. And, 
nearly 3,450 low-income persons in the 55-
plus age category are employed under the 
Title IX senior community service employ
ment program. 

No additional lending authority is re
quested in the new budget for the section 
202 housing for the elderly and handicapped 
program.25 Yet, many older Americans find 
themselves in an impossible situation With 
regard to housing. 

The Adminlstration does, though, propose 
nearly a $500.000 increase for the National 
Institute on Aging, from the $15.74 mlllion 
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budget estimate for fiscal 1975 is $16.19 mil
lion. And, funding for enforcement activities 
under the Age Discrimination · in · Employ
ment Act would be increased by almost $200,-
000 under the new budget, to nearly $2·.2 mtl
lion. This request would support 81 positions, 
the same n,umber proVided in fiscal 1975. 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recent recommendations by the Admin
istration provide clear evidence that the Ad
ministration has given the elderly a low 
budgetary priority. 

Such actions can only aggravate an already 
serious situation for persons struggling on 
limited incomes in a period of unaccept ably 
high infiation. 

In addition, the Administ ration has dem
onstrated a will1ngness to play fast and loose 
with the concept of contributory social in
surance under Medicare and Social Security. 

;Admln1stratlon proposals to cut ba.~k Med
icare coverage and place a ceiling on Social 
security cost-of-living increases underscore 
the importance of separating the transac
tions of the Social Security and Medicare 
programs from the unifi-ed budget. 

For these reasons, the committee recom
mends that the Social Security Administra
tion Act. s. 388,28 be enacted into law 
expeditiously. . 

The committee further urges appropriate 
congressional actions to reverse sho$ighted 
and 111-conceived. Adm.inJstration budgetary 
recommendations for fiscal year 1976.· · 

FOOTNOTES 

1 Old Age, Survivors, and Disability · In
surance. 

• Public Law 92--336, approved July 1, 1972. 
e Public Law 93-233, approved Dec. 81, 

1973. Public Law 93-283 provided a two-step, 
11 percent Social S.ecurity Increase as a down
payment on, the cost-of-living adjustment 
for checks delivered in Febru~ 1975. The 
ACt alSo changed tb.e date for the automatic 
adjustment to July to permit the benefit rise 
to be payable in the same month that the 
Medicare Part B Supplemental Medicare In
surance premium charge is revised. This pro
vtslon would make it possible to make both 
adjustments in benefit checks in the same 
month. 

£For example, the lead paragraph in an 
article appearing in the January 26, 1975 
edition of the Baltimore Sun said: "Con
earned about what it fears is a national ·drift 
toward socialism, the Ford administration 
2s mounting a major campaign to restrain 
the growth in Social Security benefits and 
other income-redistribution programs, Roy 
L. Ash, the budget director, said in an inter
view." 

This same article also pointed out: "What 
the administration fears 1s that income-re
d1stribution programs would push govern
ment spending to more than half the na
tion's gross national product it they con
tinue to increase in years ahead at the same 
rate they have grown in the past. 

."And if that happens. Mr. Ash said, the 
United States may be Irreversibly on the road 
toward a fully controlled economy." 
· Baltimare Sun, "Ash fears socialism, urges 

llinJts on benefits," Jan. 26, 1975, p. A1. 
5 The actual cost-of-living increase will be 

8 percent because the inflationary rate sub
sided tn early 1975. 

• WasMngton Post, Jan. 22, 1975, p. Al2.· 
. " Congressional Recora, Jan. 21, 1975, 

p. 889. 
s Sponsors of S. Con. Res. 2 include Sena

tors Church, Kennedy, Mondale, Williams, 
Abourezk, Javits, Muskie, Leahy, Roth, Bayh, 
Magnuson, Johnston, Brooke, McGee, Hud
Ieaton. Burdick, Mcintyre .. Bentsen, Cannon, 
Metcalf. Taft. Clark. Montoya, Ford. Moss, 
Stevenson, Cranston, Pastore, Tunney, Eagle
ton. Pell. .Cb11es. .Eastland. Proxmire, Bump
ers. Stone, Randolph. Hart (Michigan), Ribi
co1f. Ba.rtke. SchweJker, Haskell. Stafford, 

Hatfield, Talmadge, Hathaway, Humphrey, 
Young, Inouye, H-art (Colorado). Jackson, 
Byrd (West Virg1nf.a). and McGovern. · 

11 The Bouse Budget Committee recom
mended In late llareh 1975 that a 7 percent 
ceiling be established for the July Social 
Security cost-of-living increase, as a means 
to reduce Federal outlays. Senator Church 
urged in a letter (sent on April 9) to the 
Senate Budget Committee that the House 
Budget Committee recommendation be re
jected. Senator Church said: "A 7-percent 
ceiling would cut back benefits. on the aver
age, by about $23 over the next year for 
persons. who desperately need this money to 
buy food, medicine and other necessities. It 
would also run counter to the very purpose of 
the automatic escalator provision, which is 
to. keep Social Security benefits in line with 
the rise in prices. 

a A deductibe charge in 'the initial pay
ment that a beneficiary must pay before 
Medicare reimburses his or her hospital or 
riledical services. The Part A Hospital In
surance deductible is now $92, and the Part 
B Supplemental Medical Insurance deduc
tible is $60. In addition, Medicare patients 
must pay coinsurance charges after meeting 
~he initial deductibl~ payment. For ex-

ample, a patient hospitalized from 61 to 90 
days now pays a. daily coinsurance charge 
of $23, or one-fourth of the Part A deduc
tible. If a person must draw upon the life
time reserve and ls hospitalized from 91 to 
150 days, the daily · coinsurance charge is 
$46, or one-half of the Part A deductible. 

u Social Security Amendments of 1g72, 
FUblic Law 92-603, approved Oct. 30, 1972. 

u Pages 13-14 of article cited in foot
note 9. 

lll Congressional Becora, Dec. · 14, 1974. 
p. 39928. . 

14. Community Nutrition Institute. 
· • 15 For further infor~tion, see a .N .I. 
Weekly Report, Vol. 4, No. 49, Dec. 12, 1974, 
p.1. 

l.8 The House of Representatives (by 374 to 
39 on Feb. 4, 1975) a.nd the Senate (by 76 to 
8 on Feb. 6, 1975) passed H.R. 1689. 

17 Washington Post, Feb. 14. 1975, p. Al. 
ts For additional detaUs, see The Proposed. 

Fiscal 1976 Bud,get: What It MeaM for OldeT 
Americans, Staff Report, Senate Special Com
mittee on Aging, February 1975. 

1n Public Law 93-517, approved Dec. 7, 1974. 
:!!> Public Law 93-554, approved Dec. 27, 

1974. 
n Public Law cited in footnote 19. 
23 Public Law 93-344, approved July 12, 

1974. 
:a The administration has released to mil

lion for the title III program under the 
Older Americans Act: $6 million for area. 
planning and social services and $3 mllllon 
for model projects ($1 million for improving 
legal representation for older Americans, $1 
million for nursing home ombudsman activ
ities, and $1 million for model projects of 
national scope). The Administration on 
Aging has sent out announcements to uni
verstities for the use of the $8 million for 
the title IV training program: $3.5 mllllon 1s 
allocated for continuing 37 long-term train
ing programs at 34 higher educational insti
tutions; $3.5 milllon is set aside for the States 
for (a) development of courses related to 
aging at community colleges and (b) in
service training for improving staff capabili
ties at the State and local levels; and $1 mil
lion is allocated for the development of cur
riculum materials for training in gerontology. 
AoA has also released $25.4 million for the 
title VII nutrition program. The administra
tion has released $15.74 miillon for the Na
tional Institute on Aging. 

:u Senior Opportunities ·and Services was 
established in 1967 to help assure that other 
Office of Economic Opportunity programs 
"serve, employ, and involve" the aged poor to 

the maximum feasible extent possible. SOS 
provides a wide range of services for the 
elderly poor, including home health, home
maker, home repair, consumer education, 
outreach and referral,. transportation assist
ance, and many others. 

s See Chapter VI, p. 69 for additional de
tails. 

:!1 in addition to separating the transac
tions of the Social Security trust funds from 
the unified budget, S. 388 would ( 1) estab
lish the Social Security Administration as an 
autonomous agency outside the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare and place 
it under the direction of a three-membel' 
governing board appointed by the President 
with the advice and consent of the Senate 
and (2) prohibit the mailing of notices with 
Social Security checks which make any ref
erence whatsoever to el~ted Federal officials. 

THE PRESIDENT'S OIL PRICE 
CC?NTROL. P~OUT PLAN 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, an op
portunity has been giyen the U.S. Con
gi·ess to joiri the President of the United 
States in taking a giant s~ep in. solving 
the energy crisis facing this · Nation. 
. By not approving Senate Resolutio11 

145 the U.S. Senater can perform a great 
service for the people of this country. 
~e Pr~id~nt's Qil price control phase

out plan should be carefully ·studied by 
every Member of the Cori8ress. · · · 

WHAT IT DOES 

The amendment to FEA price control 
regulations proPQSed by the President: 

Will decontrol "oid" oil prlces.:....now 
subject to a price ceiling of $5.25 per 
barrel-over a 39-month period begin
ning September 1, 1975, and ending No
vember 30, 1973. The phaseout would be 
at a rate of 1.5 percent per month for 
the first 12 months. 2.5 percent for the 
next 12 months, and 3.5 percent per 
month until decontrol ,is complete. · =· • 

Establishes a ceiling price in the forin 
of a "rollback" for ;'new" and "released" 
oil..:....domestically , produced crude oil 
now not under price controls-of $11.50 
per barrel for the month of September 
1975 which will be increased at a rate 
of 5 cents per barrel per month, reach
ing $13.40 per banel in November 197-8. 

Reduces average prices of petro1eUJll 
Pl'oducts by ¥2 cent to 1 cent per gallon 
by the end of 1975. 

By compalison to the July 14th .PI'O
posal, the new proposal extends the 
phase-out period from 30 to 39 months 
and lowers the celling price on "new" 
and "released" oil from $13.50 to $11.50 
per ban·el. The July 14th proPOsal was 
disapproved by the House on July 22d. 

OPPORTUNITY FOR CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW 

The Emergency Petroleum Allocation 
Act provides: 

That such plan is subject to a con
gressional veto in the form of a resolu
tion of disapproval by either house. Sen
ate Resolution 145 is. the resolution of 
disapproval now on the Senate calendar 
which will probably be called up this 
week. 

That if the new plan which exempts 
oil from price controls is not disapproved 
by Senate ·'Resolution 14s.:-or by the 
Hous~The President must ·retransmit 
his oil decontrol plan within 90 days, at 
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which time it is again subject to a reso- stand in adjournment until9:30 a.m. to- come over from the House, on which it 
lution of disapproval. morrow. is hoped some consent can be reached to 

THE ALTERNATIVE The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without allow taking up that measure fairly early, 
objection, it is so ordered. perhaps tomonow or certainly Wednes-

The only existing authority under day, with an agreement that would allow 
which oil prices can be controlled is the amendments thereto. 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act Other measures are on the calendar. 
which expires on August 31, 1975. If PROGRAM Conference reports, being privileged, will 
either house of Congress disapproves the Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, be coming along and can be called up at 
new compromise proposal, the President on tomorrow, the Senate will convene at any time. Rollcall votes could occur 
will have no alternative but to veto any 9:30 a.m. thereon. 
extention of the Emergency Petroleum After the two leaders or their de- That about sums it up, Mr. President. 
Allocation Act, resulting-unless over- signees have been recognized under the Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the 
ridden-in the immediate discontinua- standing· order, there will be a brief pe- Senator yield? 
tion of all existing price and allocatipn riod for the transaction of routine morn- Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
controls as of August 31, 1975. ing business, of not to exceed 15 minutes, Mr. HELMS. In the friendliest sort of 

coNCLusioN after which the Semite will resume con- way, is there no possibility whatsoever 
It is accordingly recommended . that sideration of the then unfinished busi- that the leadership would consider per

you vote against. Senate Resolution 145. ness, S. 2173, naval petroleum feserves, mitting one more vote on the New Hamp
If Senate Resolution l45 is defeate_(l, . q'here .fs. a time agreement .on that bill. · shire question befo1·e we eo home? 

then:.. . and rollcall votes could occur on amend- Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I certainly 
The phase out of price controls on ments thereto fairly early in the -day. I would not answer in the negative to the 

"old" on will be gradual and therefore am certain there will be a rollcall vote on distinguished Senator. There is certainly 
not infiationary. passage thereof. a d~tinct possibility with respect to that 

. Ceiling .prices will be estabUshe{l; fri\~. . At . ~he present moment, upon the dis- issue. It . remains to be resolved; 
mediately rolling back prices, for oil !:\OW position ' of . that bill, as matters now Mr. HELMS. I am frank to say that I 
not under controls. stand, the Senate will l'esume consid- am embarrassed to go home for an Au

Senators will have another opportunity eration of H.R. 2559, an act to apply gust recess under the circumstances. 
1n 90 days to disapprove the President's to the U.S. Postal Service certain pro- Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 
decontrol plan. visions of law providing for Federal could come down to West Virginia.. We 

Senators will have an opportunity to agency safety programs and responsibi- would be very glad to have the Senator 
vote for separate legislation to establish a lities, and for other purposes. there. 
windfall profits tax on u.s. oil PI'oduc- However, the leadership would hope Mr. HELMS. I would be embarrassed 

that it woUld be possible to move to some there. 
tlon. other bill immediately upon the disposi- So the Senator says there is a possi-

If Senate Resolution 145 passes, then: · tion of the Naval Petroleum Reserves biliW that the leadership would, under 
All PI'ice and allocation controls on ·bill, but that would require unanimous some circumstances that he may not be 

·oil' will, in all likelihood, exprre ori Au- consent or it coUld be done by. motion. able to think of at the moment, permit 
gust 31. The leadership has 1n 'mind such-bills a vote, one more vote, on Senate Resolu- ·· 

as the following. They are not listed in tlon 166 before the August recess? 
ORDER FOR ROUTINE MORNING the order necessarily in which the lead- Mr. ROBERT. C. BYRD. I would cer-

BUSINESS TOMORROW ership would hope to call them .UP, nor taiply not rule out the possibility of hav

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that on to
molTow, after the two leaders or their 
designees have been recognized under 
the standing order, there be a period for 

, the transaction of routine morning busi
ness, of not to exceed 15 minutes, with 
statements therein limited t.o 5 minutes 
each, for the purpose only of the intro
duction of petitions and memorials, bills, 
joint resolutions, concurrent and other 
resolutions, and statements in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

are they all inclusive of the list; but in- ing a vote or votes in relation to that 
sofar as I can now see, these are bills matter . . 
that the leadership would hope to move Mr. HELMS. The' Senator from North 
on after the Naval Petroleum ·Reserves 'carolina hopes that some of the un
bill is disposed of. washed will come over to the side of the 

S. 1587, the Public Works and Eco- Christians on this issue and that we can 
·nomic Development Act, on which there resolve it and send it back to the people 
is a time agreement. of New Hampshire. 

s. 521, the Outer Continental Shelf Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I guess we 
Lands Act, on which there is a time should not judge, lest we be judged. 
agreement. [Laughter.] 

S. 391, the mineral leasing bill, on Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
which there is a time agreement. Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I thank the 

S. 963, the so-called DES bill-diethyl- Senator from North Carolina. 
stilbestrol. 

Also, the leadership would like to re-
sume consideration of and complete ac
tion on the so-called redline bill, S. ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION TO- 1281, on which some action was taken 
MORROW OF s. 2173, NAVAL this past Saturday. 

TOMORROW 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

if there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accord
ance with the previous order, that the 
Senate stand in adjournment until 9:30 
a.m. tomorrow. 

PETROLEUM RESERVES In addition to the bills that have been 
enumerated, a number of .other bills re
main on the calendar, one of which would 
be the bill making appropriations for 
State, Justice and Commerce; Senate 
Resolution 145, to express the disap
proval of the Senate of the President's 
proposed amendment to the regulations 
promulgated under section 4(a) of the 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that upon the 
conclusion of routine morning business 
tomolTOW, the Senate resume considera
tion of s. 2173, the naval petrolewn re
serves bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
9:30 A.M. TOMORROW 

Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act; 
and S. 1771, a bill to provide special pay 
and other improvements designed to en
hance the recruitment of physicians, 
dentists, and other personnel in the Vet-

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, erans' Administration. 
I ask unanimous consent that when the There is also a railroad compensation 
Senate completes Its business today, it measure that is at the desk, which h9~s 

The motion was agreed to; ane at 8:39 
p.m. the Senate adjourned until tomor
row, Tuesday, July 29, 1975, at 9:30a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 28, 1975: 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

Robert 0. Aders, of Ohio, to be Under Sec
retary of Labor, v ice Richard F. Schubert. 
resignt>d . 
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CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 28, 1975: 

U.S. AIR FORCE 

The following officer under the provisions 

of title 10, United States Code, section 8066, 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the Presi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, 

in grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Kenneth L. Tallman,            

(major general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 

Force. 

The following officer under the provisions 

of title 10, United States Code, section 8066, 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the Presi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in 

grade as follows: 

To be general 

Lt. Gen. Robert E. Huyser,            FR 

(major general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 

Force. 

The following officer under the provisions 

of title 10, United States Code, section 8066, 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the Presi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in 

grade as follows: 

To be general 

Lt. Gen. Daniel James, Jr.,            FR 

(major general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 

Force. 

The following officer for appointment as


S urgeon General of the A ir F orce in the


grade of lieutenant general under the pro-

visions of section 8036, title 10 of the United 

States Code:


Maj. Gen. George E. Schafer,            FR


(brigadier general, Regular Air Force, Medi-

cal), U.S. Air Force. 

The following officer under the provisions 

of title 10, United States Code, section 8066, 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the Presi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, 

in grade as follows: 

To 

be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. William Y. Smith,            FR 

(brigadier general, Regular A ir Force), U.S . 

Air Force. 

The following officer under the provisions 

of title 10, United States Code, section 8066, 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the Presi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066,


in grade as follows:


To be 

lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Charles E. Buckingham,         

    FR (major general, Regular A ir Force), 

U.S. Air Force. 

The following officer under the provisions 

of title 10, United States Code, section 8066 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the Presi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066,


in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Wilbur L. Creech,            FR 

(brigadier general, Regular A ir Force), U.S . 

Air Force. 

The following officer under the provisions 

of title 10, United States Code, section 8066, 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the Presi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in 

grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Thomas W. Morgan,             

FR (major general, Regular A ir Force), U.S. 

Air Force. 

The following officer under the provisions 

of title 10, United States Code, section 8066, 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the Presi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in 

grade as follows: 

To 

be general 

Lt. Gen. William J. Evans,            FR 

(major general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 

Force. 

The following officer under the provisions


of title 10, United States Code, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the Presi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in 

grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. George Rhodes,            FR 

(major general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air 

Force.


The following officer under the provisions


of title 10, United States Code, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the Presi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in 

grade as follows: 

July 28, 1975


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. Devol Brett,            FR (ma-

jor general, R egular A ir F orce), U .S . A ir


Force.


The following officer under the provisions


of title 10, United States Code, section 8066,


to be assigned to 

a 

position of importance


and responsibility designated by the Presi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066,


in grade as follows:


To be general


Lt. Gen. Felix M . Rogers,            FR


(major general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air


Force.


The following officer under the provisions


of title 10, United States Code, section 8066


to be assigned to 

a 

position of importance


and responsibility designated by the Presi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in


grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. John F. Gonge,            FR


(major general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air


Force.


The following officer under the provisions


of title 10, United States Code, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the Presi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 

8068,


in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


M aj. Gen. Raymond B. Furlong,        

   7F R  (brigadier general, R egular A ir


Force) , U.S. Air Force.


The following officer under the provisions


of title 10, United States Code, section 8066


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the Presi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in


grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. George G. Loving, Jr.,        

    FR (major general, Regular A ir Force),


U.S. Air Force.


The following officer under the provisions


of title 10, 'United States Code, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the Presi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in


grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. Robert T. 

Marsh,            FR


(brigadier general, Regular A ir Force), U.S .


Air Force.


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS


THE MARIANA ISLANDS 

HON. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.


OF VIRGINIA 

IN'THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Monday, July 28, 

1975 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi- 

dent, the New York Times, in an editorial 

today, called attention to what it calls 

"a far-reaching strategic commitment 

that Americans may come to regret." 

The Times is referring to the proposal 

to grant Commonwealth status-hence 

United States citizenship and sover- 

eignty-for the Mariana Islands in the 

western Pacific. 

These islands have a population of 

14,000 persons.


The New York Times states that "it 

seems to us that the burden of proof 

falls upon advocates of annexation to 

justify 

why the United States should ex- 

tend its responsibilities in this way. What  

are the specific and worthwhile benefits 

which the United States would receive


from this new association?"


The Senior Senator from Virginia is in 

thorough agreement with the Times that 

the burden of proof is on the advocates 

of annexation. To date, the Senator from 

Virginia has not heard a convincing case. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 

torial from the New York Times of Mon- 

day, July 28, captioned "Destiny Un-

manifest" be printed in the Extension of 

Remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Monday,


July 28, 1975]


DESTINY UNATANIFEST


With a haste that is both unnecessary and 

ominous, the C ongress is moving toward 

rubber-stamp approval of a far-reaching 

strategic commitment that Americans may 

come to regret. This is the convenant grant- 

ing commonwealth status-hence U nited 

S tates citizenship and sovereignty-for the


northern M ariana island chain in the west-

ern Pacific.


A fter perfunctory moments of debate with


fewer than 25 m embers on the floor, the


House of Representatives gave its approval


by voice vote last week to the country's first


territorial annexation since 1925. T he A d-

ministration is seeking equally rapid and un-

questioning action by the Senate.


T here are countless questions about this


whole issue which have yet to be considered


by more than a handful of the Congress, in-

volv ing th is country 's relations with the


United N ations and with the other peoples


of the Pacific T rust T erritory, not to men-

tion the entire defense and strategic posture


of the United S tates in the Pacific.


"Commonwealth" Is a vague juridical term,


but under the covenant approved by a vast


majority of the Marianas population in a


plebiscite last month, the islands would re-

ceive financial and legal privileges even more


generous in some ways than those accorded


the 

other American commonwealth, Puerto


R ico. The strangest 

feature in the present


discussion-or lack thereof-is 

the ease with


which a political change of this magnitude


xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-...

xxx...


	Page 1

		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-07T21:51:09-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




